
           
PURSUANT TO A.R.S. SECTION 38-431 THE GILA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS WILL HOLD AN OPEN MEETING IN THE
SUPERVISORS’ AUDITORIUM, 1400 EAST ASH STREET, GLOBE, ARIZONA. ONE OR MORE BOARD MEMBERS MAY
PARTICIPATE IN THE MEETING BY TELEPHONE CONFERENCE CALL OR BY INTERACTIVE TELEVISION VIDEO (ITV). ANY
MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC IS WELCOME TO ATTEND THE MEETING VIA ITV WHICH IS HELD AT 610 E. HIGHWAY 260,
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS’ CONFERENCE ROOM, PAYSON, ARIZONA. THE AGENDA IS AS FOLLOWS:

REGULAR MEETING - TUESDAY, MARCH 20, 2012 - 10 A.M.
           

1 Call to Order - Pledge of Allegiance – Invocation  
 

2 PRESENTATIONS:  
 

A Presentation of the Officer of the Quarter award by Daisy Flores, Gila County
Attorney, to Lt. Spencer Preston of the Miami Police Department.

 

B Public recognition of 17 employees for February's "Spotlight on Employees"
Program, as follows:  Jake Garrett, Jim Berry, Thomas Homan, Emmett
Dickison, Ronald Escobedo, Richard Stockwell, Leana Asberry, John
Castaneda, Lorraine Dalrymple, Ursula Donovan, Paula Horn, Christine Lopez,
JenDean Sartain, Judy Smith, Shane Stuler, Debra Williams and Malinda
Williams. (Erica Raymond)

 

3 REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS:  
 

A Information/Discussion/Action to review all bids submitted for Invitation for
Bids No. 092111-2 for the purchase of CRS-2 chip seal oil; award to the lowest,
responsible and qualified bidder; and authorize the Chairman's signature on
the award contract for the winning bidder.  (Steve Stratton)

 

B Information/Discussion/Action to approve a proposed Settlement Agreement
and Release of Claims that would resolve the claims of certain property owners
of the Strawberry Creek Foothills Subdivision against Gila County.  Pursuant
to A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(3), the Board may vote to go into executive session to
receive legal advice from its attorney and pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(4)
the Board may go into executive session in order to consider its position and
instruct its attorney regarding the public body's position regarding settlement
discussions of this matter in order to avoid or resolve litigation.  
(Bryan Chambers)

 

4 CONSENT AGENDA ACTION ITEMS:  
 

A Approval of Amendment No. 2 to the Intergovernmental Agreement between
Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG) and Gila County to reduce
CAAG's annual cost by $12,768 as the office workspace provided for CAAG
staff at the Casa Grande Comprehensive One-Stop has been decreased by two
offices.

 

B Approval of Arizona Department of Housing Community Development Block

  

  



B Approval of Arizona Department of Housing Community Development Block
Grant Contract Number 112-110R Closeout Report to finalize the contract
between the Arizona Department of Housing and Gila County Community
Action/Housing Services, which will successfully end the contract and ensure
that Gila County Community Action/Housing Services has met all
requirements of the contract.

 

C Approval of the Memorandum of Understanding between Gila County Division
of Health and Emergency Services and the Globe Unified School District #1
related to the Tobacco Free Environments Program for the period July 1, 2011,
through June 30, 2012.

 

D Approval of the Memorandum of Understanding between Gila County Division
of Health and Emergency Services and the Miami Area Unified School District
#40 related to the Tobacco Free Environments Program for the period July 1,
2011, through June 30, 2012.

 

E Authorization for the Chairman to sign the attached agreements to distribute
LTAF II (Local Area Transportation Funds) funds, as follows: Intergovernmental
Agreement with the Town of Hayden for $1,250 and Transit Agreement with
Horizon Human Services for $1,250.

 

F Authorization of the Chairman's signature on the United States Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Tonto National Forest Road Project Agreement No.
12-RO-11031200-013 for the FY 2012 through September 30, 2012, in the
amount of $72,114.

 

G Approval of the appointments of the following precinct committeemen as
submitted by the Gila County Republican Committee: Star Valley Precinct-Jay
Don Knoner, Claypool #2 Precinct- Darrell Wayne Stubbs, and Globe #8
Precinct-Timothy Trent.

 

H Approval to appoint Mary Lou Myers to the Gila County Planning and Zoning
Commission to fill Ron Christensen's unexpired term of office through
December 31, 2012.

 

I Approval to appoint Mary Lou Myers to the Gila County Board of Adjustment
and Appeals for the period March 20, 2012, through December 31, 2015; and
to reappoint Don Ascoli to said Board for the period March 20, 2012, through
December 31, 2015.

 

J Approval of Gila Monsters Go-Kart Club's request to use the Go-Kart Track at
the Fairgrounds for the period of April 1, 2012, through September 2012, with
a waiver of fees. 

 

K Approval of the waiver of fees for the Gila County Rodeo Committee's use of the
Fairgrounds' Exhibit Hall and rodeo arena for the Rodeo Queen Pageant on
April 21, 2012, the Rodeo Sponsor Dinner on May 11, 2012, and the Annual
Rodeo on May 12 and 13, 2012.

 

  

  



L Approval of two Special Event Liquor License Applications submitted by the
Lions Club of Globe, Arizona, Inc. to serve liquor on April 7, 2012, for a
wedding reception, and April 14, 2012, for the annual National Rifle
Association Dinner.

 

M Approval of the January 2012 monthly departmental activity report submitted
by the Globe Regional Justice Court.

 

N Approval of the January 2012 monthly departmental activity report submitted
by the Recorder's Office.

 

O Approval of the February 2012 monthly departmental activity report submitted
by the Payson Regional Constable.

 

P Approval of the February 28, 2012, and March 6, 2012, BOS meeting minutes.
 

Q Acknowledgment of contracts under $50,000, which have been approved by the
County Manager for the weeks of February 18, 2012, to February 24, 2012,
and February 25, 2012, to March 2, 2012.

 

R Approval of finance reports/demands/transfers for the weeks of March 13,
2012, and March 20, 2012.

 

 

5 CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  Call to the Public is held for public benefit to allow
individuals to address issue(s) within the Board’s jurisdiction. Board
members may not discuss items that are not specifically identified on the
agenda. Therefore, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statute §38-431.01(G), action
taken as a result of public comment will be limited to directing staff to study
the matter, responding to criticism, or scheduling the matter for further
discussion and decision at a future date.

 

 

6 At any time during this meeting pursuant to A.R.S. §38-431.02(K), members
of the Board of Supervisors and the Chief Administrator may present a brief
summary of current events. No action may be taken on issues presented.

 

 

IF SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS ARE NEEDED, PLEASE CONTACT THE RECEPTIONIST AT (928) 425-3231 AS EARLY AS
POSSIBLE TO ARRANGE THE ACCOMMODATIONS. FOR TTY, PLEASE DIAL 7-1-1 TO REACH THE ARIZONA RELAY SERVICE
AND ASK THE OPERATOR TO CONNECT YOU TO (928) 425-3231.

THE BOARD MAY VOTE TO HOLD AN EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR THE PURPOSE OF OBTAINING LEGAL ADVICE FROM THE
BOARD’S ATTORNEY ON ANY MATTER LISTED ON THE AGENDA PURSUANT TO A.R.S. SECTION 38-431.03(A)((3)

THE ORDER OR DELETION OF ANY ITEM ON THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO MODIFICATION AT THE MEETING

  

  



   

ARF-1100     Presentation Agenda Item      2- A             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Daisy
Flores,
County
Attorney

Submitted By:
Sharon Listiak, Public Agency Courts
Liaison, County Attorney

Department: County Attorney
Presenter's Name: Daisy

Flores, Gila
County
Attorney

Information
Request/Subject
Presentation of Officer of the Quarter award by Daisy Flores, Gila County Attorney, to
Lt. Spencer Preston of the Miami Police Department.

Background Information
Daisy Flores, Gila County Attorney, selects an officer quarterly for the Officer of the
Quarter from the nominations from her staff.  The staff nominates an officer for his or
her availability for preparation and carrying out prosecution, their reports being
complete and readable, court appearances, assistance and cooperation with the
attorney of record, and service above and beyond.  Two plaques will be presented, one
for the officer and one for his or her agency.

Evaluation
N/A

Conclusion
N/A

Recommendation
N/A

Suggested Motion
Presentation of the Officer of the Quarter award by Daisy Flores, Gila County
Attorney, to Lt. Spencer Preston of the Miami Police Department.



Presentation Agenda Item      2- A             
Regular BOS Meeting

 

Sharon Listiak, Public Agency Courts
Liaison, County Attorney

County Attorney



   

ARF-1134     Presentation Agenda Item      2- B             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Berthan
DeNero,
Human
Resources
Director

Submitted By:

Erica Raymond, Human Resources
Assistant, Human Resources

Department: Human Resources
Presenter's Name: Erica

Raymond

Information
Request/Subject
February 2012 Spotlight on Employees Program.

Background Information
The purpose of this program is to provide recognition to employees for the following
qualities: teamwork, quality, morale building, integrity, customer service and initiative.

Evaluation
n/a

Conclusion
n/a

Recommendation
To allow the Human Resources Department to publicly recognize 17 employees for
February 2012 through the County's "Spotlight on Employees" Program.

Suggested Motion
Public recognition of 17 employees for February's "Spotlight on Employees" Program,
as follows:  Jake Garrett, Jim Berry, Thomas Homan, Emmett Dickison, Ronald
Escobedo, Richard Stockwell, Leana Asberry, John Castaneda, Lorraine Dalrymple,
Ursula Donovan, Paula Horn, Christine Lopez, JenDean Sartain, Judy Smith, Shane
Stuler, Debra Williams and Malinda Williams. (Erica Raymond)



Presentation Agenda Item      2- B             
Regular BOS Meeting

 

Erica Raymond, Human Resources
Assistant, Human Resources

Human Resources



   

ARF-1133     Regular Agenda Item      3- A             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Steve Stratton, Public
Works Division Director

Submitted By: Valrie Bejarano, Contracts Support
Specialist, Finance Department

Department: Public Works Division Division: Roads

Fiscal Year: FY 2012 - FY 2013 Budgeted?: Yes

Contract Dates
Begin & End: 

3-20-12 to 3-19-13 Grant?: No

Matching
Requirement?: 

No Fund?: Renewal

Presenter's Name: Steve Stratton

Information
Request/Subject
Contract Award for Bid No. 092111-2 for CRS-2 Chip Seal Oil

Background Information
The Consolidated Roads Department uses the CRS-2 chip seal oil as a road repair and
maintenance product on various roads in Gila County.

Evaluation
Bid 092111-2 for CRS-2 chip seal oil was advertised on January 25th and April 1st, 2012, and
proposals were received on February 9, 2012.  Proposals were received from two CRS-2
suppliers.

Conclusion
Award of this bid would allow a supplier to continue to provide the CRS-2 product to Gila
County for repair and maintenance of various roads within the County.

Recommendation
After extensive review of submitted proposals the Public Works Director recommends that the
Board of Supervisors approve the award of Invitation for Bids No. 092111-2 for CRS-2 chip
seal oil to Cactus Transport, Inc. for a term of twelve months with 2 one-year renewal options.

Suggested Motion
Information/Discussion/Action to review all bids submitted for Invitation for Bids No.
092111-2 for the purchase of CRS-2 chip seal oil; award to the lowest, responsible and
qualified bidder; and authorize the Chairman's signature on the award contract for the
winning bidder.  (Steve Stratton)

Attachments
Bid No. 092111-2 Solicitation Sign-In
Bid No. 092111-2 Tabulation Form
Contract No. 092111-2 CRS-2 Chip Seal Oil
Legal Explanation





      BID  

TITLE:

      BID              DUE  

      NO: DATE: TIME: 3:00 PM
 

1

2
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A
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K
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Cactus Transport, Inc.

CRS-2 Chip Seal Oil

COMMENTS

Total price delivered $557.00                                                                                                   

Total price delivered and spread $615.00

091211-2 February 9, 2012

Price Per Ton $525.00                     

Delivery Charge $32.00

BIDDER FIRM NAME BID AMOUNT

BID TABULATION FORM

GILA COUNTY

Returned Product Cost $500.00

Hawker & Evans  Asphalt Co., Inc.
Price Per Ton $535.00                      

Delivery Charge $32.50

Spread delay Cost $165.00              

Truck Delay Cost $95.00

Total price delivered $567.50                                                                                                     

Total price delivered and spread $685.00

Returned Product $400.00

Spread Delay Cost $185.00                

Truck Delay Cost $95.00             

 

 

 

 































































GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office “approval as to form” of contract or agreement.

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the contract or agreement attached to this 

agenda item and has determined that it is in its proper form and  is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to the public agency requesting the County 

Attorney’s Office review.  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office
“Approval as to Form” Review

The Gila County Attorney’s Office is often called upon to review contracts and 
other agreements between public entities represented by the County Attorney and 
private venders, contractors, and individuals.  

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews these contracts
to see that they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means 
that the contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific 
legislative requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public 
agency.  It does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports 
the policy objectives contained in the contract.  That approval is solely the province 
of the public agency through its elected body.   

The public agency or department submitting the contract for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the contract in order to completely understand 
its obligations under the contract if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s 
board.  This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the contract 
as to form, the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the 
capacity to actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County 
Attorney’s Office does not monitor contract compliance.  Hence the public entity or 



submitting department will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A 
thorough knowledge of the provisions of the contract will be necessary to monitor 
compliance.

Before signing a contract “approved as to form,” the County Attorney’s Office 
will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about the contract.  It is 
the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the contract for 
review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the contract 
to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the contract for review.  
Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office review of 
the contract because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of greatest 
concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the agency does 
have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County Attorney’s Office to 
meaningfully review the agreement.  



   

ARF-1136     Regular Agenda Item      3- B             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Bryan
Chambers,
Chief Deputy
County Attorney

Submitted By:
Bryan Chambers, Chief Deputy County
Attorney, County Attorney

Department: County Attorney

Fiscal Year: 2012 Budgeted?: No

Contract Dates
Begin & End: 

n/a Grant?: No

Matching
Requirement?: 

No Fund?: New

Presenter's Name: Bryan Chambers

Information
Request/Subject
Proposed Settlement Agreement to resolve notices of claims filed by certain
landowners in the Strawberry Creek Foothills Subdivision.

Background Information
On August 24, 2012, certain property owners of the Strawberry Creek Foothills
Subdivision filed a claim against Gila County demanding damages or certain actions
regarding Tomahawk Trail.  The proposed settlement agreement would resolve those
claims.

Evaluation
Pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(3), the Board may vote to go into executive session
to receive legal advice from its attorney and pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(4) the
Board may go into executive session in order to consider its position and instruct its
attorney regarding the public body's position regarding settlement discussions of this
matter in order to avoid or resolve litigation.

Conclusion
The Board of Supervisors should consider the proposed settlement agreement to
resolve the claims of certain property owners of the Strawberry Creek Foothills
Subdivision.

Recommendation
The Board of Supervisors should consider the proposed settlement agreement to
resolve the claims of certain property owners of the Strawberry Creek Foothills
Subdivision.

Suggested Motion
Information/Discussion/Action to approve a proposed Settlement Agreement and



Information/Discussion/Action to approve a proposed Settlement Agreement and
Release of Claims that would resolve the claims of certain property owners of the
Strawberry Creek Foothills Subdivision against Gila County.  Pursuant to A.R.S. §
38-431.03(A)(3), the Board may vote to go into executive session to receive legal advice
from its attorney and pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03(A)(4) the Board may go into
executive session in order to consider its position and instruct its attorney regarding
the public body's position regarding settlement discussions of this matter in order to
avoid or resolve litigation.  
(Bryan Chambers)

Attachments
Strawberry Creek Foothills Proposed Settlement Agreement



SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE OF CLAIMS

This Settlement Agreement and Release of Claims (hereafter referred to as “this 
Agreement”) is entered into as of February ______, 2012, by and between Dina R. 
Galassini, Gregory J. Larson and David Frederikson (hereinafter “Claimants”)and Gila 
County, a body politic. Claimants and Gila County are sometimes hereafter collectively 
referred to as "the Parties."  

RECITALS

1. During the period from approximately 2005 through 2007, Strawberry Ridge 
Estates, LLC developed Phase III of the Strawberry Creek Foothills Subdivision a/k/a 
Strawberry Ridge Estates, a residential subdivision located in northern Gila County, 
Arizona (“the Subdivision”).

2.  In order to assure the completion of all of necessary improvements in the 
Subdivision, the Gila County Planning Manager, the Gila County Deputy County 
Manager, Strawberry Ridge Estates, LLC and Arizona Business Bank entered into an 
Assurance of Subdivision Improvements Agreement (Set Aside Funds) dated August 7, 
2006 (the “Assurance Agreement”).  

3.  The Gila County Board of Supervisors authorized John Nelson to execute the 
Assurance Agreement on behalf of the County on August 21, 2006.  The Assurance 
Agreement created a set-aside fund in the amount of $716,010.00 to ensure completion of 
the improvements in the Subdivision, including its roadways.

4.  The Assurance Agreement further authorized the County to utilize the set aside 
fund to complete the improvements if Strawberry Ridge Estates, LLC failed to “complete 
construction of the Improvements in accordance with the standards of the County within 
two (2) years of the date of this Agreement” or if Strawberry Ridge Estates, LLC
abandoned the project, abandonment being defined as an absence of work on the project 
for a period of thirty days.

5.  In connection with the development of the Subdivision, the Arizona 
Department of Real Estate issued a Subdivision Public Report effective December 14, 
2006.  As of the time of the issuance of the Subdivision Public Report, Western Way and 
Tomahawk Trail, roads within the Subdivision, had not been completed.  However, the 
Report provided that “[t]he Developer will pave Western Way and Tomahawk Trail with 
asphalt by August 7, 2007, at which time they will be accepted and maintained by Gila 
County.”  
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6.  The entirety of the set aside fund was subsequently released to Strawberry 
Ridge Estates, LLC.

7.  Strawberry Ridge Estates, LLC offered for sale and Claimants purchased Lots 
51, 85, 86 and 87 in the Subdivision.   These lots are located on Tomahawk Trail.

8.  Tomahawk Trail and a portion of Western Way were neither completed to Gila 
County standards nor approved by Gila County.  Tomahawk Trail and a portion of 
Western Way are now compromised and failing.

9. On July 6, 2011, Gila County recorded a Notice of Gila County 
Subdivision Code Violation documenting that the developer had failed to receive final 
approval from Gila County and that no building permits would be issued for certain lots 
in the Subdivision, including the lots owned by Claimants.

10.  On approximately August 24, 2011, Claimants submitted a Notice of Claim 
(the “Notice of Claim”) to Gila County relating to the condition of the roadways in the 
Subdivision, the contents of which are incorporated herein by this reference. 

11. The Parties have now determined that it is in their respective best interests
to resolve the matters set forth in the Notice of Claim on the terms and conditions stated 
in this Agreement.  

COVENANTS

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the covenants, promises, 
representations, releases, and other terms and conditions contained herein, the Parties 
named above agree as follows:

1. The foregoing Recitals are incorporated herein as a material part of this 
Agreement. 

3.  Within thirty (30) days following the execution of this Agreement Gila County 
shall approve a Resolution immediately accepting ownership of and the maintenance 
obligation relating to the roadways in the Subdivision.  In so doing, Gila County agrees to 
promptly take all remedial action required to bring the roadways into compliance with 
Gila County standards and act upon the reports received by the County relating to the 
condition of the roadways, including but not limited to a Supplemental Geotechnical 
Exploration Report from Terrane Engineering September 20, 2007, the contents of which 
are incorporated herein by this reference.
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4.  Upon the completion of the remedial efforts described in the preceding 
paragraph, Gila County shall record notice that all deficiencies giving rise to the Notice 
of Gila County Subdivision Code Violation recorded on July 6, 2011 have been corrected 
and that building permits may be issued for the lots in the Subdivision.

  

5. Except as provided below, and effective only upon the performance of the
obligations contained in paragraphs 1 through 4 above, Claimants hereby release and 
discharge Gila County, and its agents, employees, and managers, from all claims, causes 
of action, liabilities, or obligations relating to the matters set forth in the Notice of Claim; 
provided, however, that nothing contained in this provision shall limit or impair the right 
of any party to enforce this Agreement.           

6. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the Parties with 
respect to the subject matter hereof.  There are no promises, agreements, covenants, 
representations, warranties, or other terms or conditions pertaining to the subject matter 
hereof, except as may be implied by law.

7. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be construed as an admission of 
any wrongdoing or liability on the part of any of the Parties, their employees, agents or 
representatives, all of which is denied.     

8. This Agreement may not be modified except by a writing signed by all of 
the Parties hereto.

9. Time is and shall remain of the essence of this Agreement.

10. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the 
laws of the State of Arizona, without regard to its choice of law rules.

11. The initial draft of this Agreement has been prepared by counsel for 
Claimants as a convenience to all parties; however, each of the other Parties hereby 
acknowledges that they and their counsel, if desired, have reviewed the initial draft and 
have participated fully in any revisions thereof.  Therefore, no presumption regarding the 
interpretation of this Agreement shall arise from the fact that the initial draft hereof was 
prepared by counsel for Claimants.  

12. In any action to enforce this Agreement or to obtain any remedy for the 
breach hereof, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable attorneys' 
fees and other expenses of litigation.
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13. Each person executing this Agreement in a representative capacity on 
behalf of one of the Parties hereby warrants and represents that he/she is duly authorized 
to do so.

14. This Agreement shall be binding upon the parties and their respective heirs, 
successors and assigns.   

“CLAIMANTS”

________________________________ Date: __________________________
Dina R. Galassini

________________________________ Date: __________________________
Gregory J. Larson

________________________________ Date: __________________________
David Frederikson

GILA COUNTY, a body politic

By _____________________________ Date: __________________________
Its _____________________________



   

ARF-1107     Consent Agenda Item      4- A             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Barbara Valencia, WIA
Department Program
Manager

Submitted By: Barbara Valencia, WIA Department
Program Manager, Community Services
Division

Department: Community Services Division Division: WIA Department

Fiscal Year: Program Year 2011 Budgeted?: Yes

Contract Dates
Begin & End: 

5/1/2009 - 6/30/2014 Grant?: Yes

Matching
Requirement?: 

No Fund?: Replacement

Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Amendment No. 2 to an Intergovernmental Agreement between Central Arizona Association of
Governments and Gila County.

Background Information
The purpose of this Intergovernmental Agreement is to provide the required One-Stop services outlined
in the Workforce Investment Act of 1998.  As a mandated partner in the One-Stop Delivery System,
Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG) will be provided the necessary office space to
perform work duties.

On June 16, 2009, the Board of Supervisors approved the original Intergovernmental Agreement
between CAAG and Gila County for the period May 1, 2009, through June 30, 2014. 

On July 27, 2010, the Board of Supervisors approved Amendment No. 1 which increased the cost to
CAAG by $12,768 annually for the provision of two additional offices at the One-Stop Center in Casa
Grande.  CAAG was provided 200 square feet of space for the two additional offices and 408 square feet
of common area.

Evaluation
CAAG will reimburse Gila County (dba Gila/Pinal Workforce Investment Board) for their share of the
costs associated with co-locating at the Casa Grande One-Stop as per breakdown in the Resource
Sharing Agreement.  

CAAG no longer requires this extra office space at the Casa Grande One-Stop Center, so the execution of
Amendment No. 2 will decrease the cost to CAAG by $12,768 annually.  The office space will now be
made available to other One-Stop partners.

Conclusion
Amendment No. 2 to the Intergovernmental Agreement between CAAG and Gila County will reduce
CAAG's annual cost by $12,768 as a result of CAAG no longer needing the additional office space at the
Casa Grande One-Stop Center. 

Recommendation
It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors approve Amendment No. 2 to the Intergovernmental
Agreement between CAAG and Gila County as CAAG's office workspace has decreased by two offices at
the Casa Grande Comprehensive One-Stop.

Suggested Motion



Suggested Motion
Approval of Amendment No. 2 to the Intergovernmental Agreement between Central Arizona Association
of Governments (CAAG) and Gila County to reduce CAAG's annual cost by $12,768 as the office
workspace provided for CAAG staff at the Casa Grande Comprehensive One-Stop has been decreased by
two offices.

Attachments
CAAG INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT
AMENDMENT NO. 1
AMENDMENT NO. 2
Legal explanation

































GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office approval of IGA pursuant to A.R.S. § 11-952(D).

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the Intergovernmental Agreement attached to 

this agenda item and has determined that it is in its “proper form” and  “is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement unit” 

pursuant to A.R.S. § A.R.S. § 11-952(D).  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Review

A.R.S. § 11-952(D) requires that 

every agreement or contract involving any public agency or public 
procurement unit of this state . . . before its execution, shall be 
submitted to the attorney for each such public agency or public 
procurement unit, who shall determine whether the agreement is in 
proper form and is within the powers and authority granted under 
the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement 
unit.

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews IGAs to see that 
they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means that the 
contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific legislative 
requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public agency.  It 
does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports the policy 
objectives contained in the IGA.  That approval is solely the province of the public 
agency through its elected body.  



Likewise, this approval is not a certification that the IGA has been properly 
executed.  Proper execution can only be determined after all the entities entering into 
the IGA have taken legal action to approve the IGA.  There is no statutory 
requirement for the County Attorney’s Office to certify that IGAs are properly 
executed.

Nonetheless, it is imperative for each public agency to ensure that each IGA is 
properly executed because A.R.S. § 11-952(F) requires that “[a]ppropriate action … 
applicable to the governing bodies of the participating agencies approving or 
extending the duration of the … contract shall be necessary before any such 
agreement, contract or extension may be filed or become effective.”  This can be done 
by ensuring that the governing body gives the public proper notice of the meeting 
wherein action will be taken to approve the IGA, that the item is adequately described 
in the agenda accompanying the notice, and that the governing body takes such 
action. Any questions regarding whether the IGA has been properly executed may be 
directed to the County Attorney’s Office.

Proper execution of IGAs is important because A.R.S. § 11-952(H) provides that 
“[p]ayment for services under this section shall not be made unless pursuant to a fully 
approved written contract.”  Additionally, A.R.S. § 11-952(I) provides that “[a] 
person who authorizes payment of any monies in violation of this section is liable for 
the monies paid plus twenty per cent of such amount and legal interest from the date 
of payment.” 

The public agency or department submitting the IGA for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the IGA in order to completely understand its 
obligations under the IGA if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s board.  
This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the IGA as to form, 
the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the capacity to 
actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County Attorney’s Office 
does not monitor IGA compliance.  Hence the public entity or submitting department 
will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A thorough knowledge of 
the provisions of the IGA will be necessary to monitor compliance.

Before determining whether an IGA contract “is in proper form,” the County 
Attorney’s Office will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about 
the contract.  It is the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the 
IGA for review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the 
IGA to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the IGA for 
review.  Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office 
review of the IGA because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of 
greatest concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the 
agency does have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County 
Attorney’s Office to meaningfully review the IGA.  



   

ARF-1129     Consent Agenda Item      4- B             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Malissa Buzan, CAP/Housing
Services Manager

Submitted By: Cecilia Bejarano, Executive
Administrative Assistant, Community
Services Division

Department: Community Services Division Division: Comm. Action Program/Housing Servs.
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Arizona Department of Housing Community Development Block Grant Contract #112-110R Closeout
Report

Background Information
Arizona Department of Housing (ADOH) administers Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and
Home funding for programs through units of local government and non-profit agencies that provide
rehabilitation to certain property types owned and occupied as the primary residence of low-income
homeowners.

The following property types are eligible:
Single-family (one unit structures);
Condominium units;
Manufactured housing only if the unit upon completion:
is placed on a permanent foundation (requires certification) and is connected to permanent utility
hook-ups;
is located on land that is held in fee-simple title, or long-term ground lease with a term of at least 99
years (50 years) for tribal land;
meets the construction standards of 24 CFR 3280 if manufactured after June 15, 1976; or, meets
applicable local and/or State codes if manufactured prior to June 15, 1976.

Evaluation
Funding received from ADOH CDBG Contract No. 112-110R enabled Gila County Community
Action/Housing Services to rehabilitate six homes belonging to low-income Gila County residents.

The Closeout Report reflects that the total contract amount of $329,994.50 was expended and in
addition, the Housing Services Program leveraged $69,137.00 in other funding to be used on these
homes.

By the Gila County Board of Supervisors signing CDBG Contract No. 112-110R Closeout Report, it will
enable Gila County Community Action/Housing Services to finalize the contractual obligations to the
Arizona Department of Housing for this grant.

Conclusion
By the Gila County Board of Supervisors signing ADOH CDBG Contract No. 112-110R Closeout Report,
all contractual requirements will be met and finalization of the contract will be performed.

Recommendation
The Community Action/Housing Services Manager recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve
ADOH CDBG Contract No. 112-110R Closeout Report.

Suggested Motion
Approval of Arizona Department of Housing Community Development Block Grant Contract Number



Approval of Arizona Department of Housing Community Development Block Grant Contract Number
112-110R Closeout Report to finalize the contract between the Arizona Department of Housing and Gila
County Community Action/Housing Services, which will successfully end the contract and ensure
that Gila County Community Action/Housing Services has met all requirements of the contract.

Attachments
Closeout Report Contract No. 112-110















   

ARF-1137     Consent Agenda Item      4- C             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Christine Rocha, Health Programs
Manager

Submitted By: Paula Horn, Deputy Director of
Prevention Services, Health &
Emergency Services Division

Department: Health & Emergency Services Division Division: Prevention Services
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Memorandum of Understanding between the Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services and the Globe
Unified School District #1.

Background Information
The Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services has been working with the Globe Unified School
District for over 15 years providing tobacco education and prevention.

Evaluation
The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding will be to outline the responsibilities, obligations and duties of
the Tobacco Free Environments Program, a program operating under the Gila County Division of Health and
Emergency Services and the Globe Unified School District # 1 for the 2011/2012 school year.

Conclusion
The Memorandum of Understanding would allow the Division of Health and Emergency Services to continue to work
with the Globe Unified School District.

The Tobacco Free Environments Program:

1. Will serve as a resource to school administrators, teachers, support staff and students.
2. Will utilize Health Smart curriculum.
3. Will provide instruction to students through community health educator and youth coalition members.
4. Will utilize programs 2011/2012 contract action plan/strategy to identify health priorities for schools through
the use of the school health index (SHI). 

The Globe Unified School District #1
1. Will adopt Health Smart curriculum prescribed by the Tobacco-Free Environments Program.
2. Will provide office/storage space for community health educator, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Monday through Thursday, to begin on July 1, 2011, and end on June 30, 2012.
3. Will provide necessary equipment for community health educator to effectively perform his/her duties i.e., desk,
telephone line, appropriate computer & outlets and internet access.

Recommendation
The Director of Health and Emergency Services recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the
Memorandum of Understanding between Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services and the Globe
Unified School District #1.

Suggested Motion
Approval of the Memorandum of Understanding between Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services
and the Globe Unified School District #1 related to the Tobacco Free Environments Program for the period July 1,
2011, through June 30, 2012.

Attachments
MOU with Globe Unified School District
Legal Explanation











GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office approval of IGA pursuant to A.R.S. § 11-952(D).

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the Intergovernmental Agreement attached to 

this agenda item and has determined that it is in its “proper form” and  “is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement unit” 

pursuant to A.R.S. § A.R.S. § 11-952(D).  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Review

A.R.S. § 11-952(D) requires that 

every agreement or contract involving any public agency or public 
procurement unit of this state . . . before its execution, shall be 
submitted to the attorney for each such public agency or public 
procurement unit, who shall determine whether the agreement is in 
proper form and is within the powers and authority granted under 
the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement 
unit.

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews IGAs to see that 
they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means that the 
contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific legislative 
requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public agency.  It 
does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports the policy 
objectives contained in the IGA.  That approval is solely the province of the public 
agency through its elected body.  



Likewise, this approval is not a certification that the IGA has been properly 
executed.  Proper execution can only be determined after all the entities entering into 
the IGA have taken legal action to approve the IGA.  There is no statutory 
requirement for the County Attorney’s Office to certify that IGAs are properly 
executed.

Nonetheless, it is imperative for each public agency to ensure that each IGA is 
properly executed because A.R.S. § 11-952(F) requires that “[a]ppropriate action … 
applicable to the governing bodies of the participating agencies approving or 
extending the duration of the … contract shall be necessary before any such 
agreement, contract or extension may be filed or become effective.”  This can be done 
by ensuring that the governing body gives the public proper notice of the meeting 
wherein action will be taken to approve the IGA, that the item is adequately described 
in the agenda accompanying the notice, and that the governing body takes such 
action. Any questions regarding whether the IGA has been properly executed may be 
directed to the County Attorney’s Office.

Proper execution of IGAs is important because A.R.S. § 11-952(H) provides that 
“[p]ayment for services under this section shall not be made unless pursuant to a fully 
approved written contract.”  Additionally, A.R.S. § 11-952(I) provides that “[a] 
person who authorizes payment of any monies in violation of this section is liable for 
the monies paid plus twenty per cent of such amount and legal interest from the date 
of payment.” 

The public agency or department submitting the IGA for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the IGA in order to completely understand its 
obligations under the IGA if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s board.  
This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the IGA as to form, 
the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the capacity to 
actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County Attorney’s Office 
does not monitor IGA compliance.  Hence the public entity or submitting department 
will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A thorough knowledge of 
the provisions of the IGA will be necessary to monitor compliance.

Before determining whether an IGA contract “is in proper form,” the County 
Attorney’s Office will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about 
the contract.  It is the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the 
IGA for review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the 
IGA to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the IGA for 
review.  Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office 
review of the IGA because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of 
greatest concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the 
agency does have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County 
Attorney’s Office to meaningfully review the IGA.  



   

ARF-1138     Consent Agenda Item      4- D             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Christine Rocha, Health Programs
Manager

Submitted By: Paula Horn, Deputy Director of
Prevention Services, Health &
Emergency Services Division

Department: Health & Emergency Services Division Division: Prevention Services
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Memorandum of Understanding between the Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services and the Miami
Area Unified School District #40.

Background Information
The Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services has been working with the Miami Area Unified School
District for over 15 years providing tobacco education and prevention.

Evaluation
The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding will be to outline the responsibilities, obligations and duties of
Tobacco Free Environments Program, a program operating under the Gila County Division of Health and Emergency
Services and the Miami Area Unified School District # 40 for the 2011/2012 school year.

Conclusion
The Memorandum of Understanding would allow The Division of Health and Emergency Services to continue to work
with the Miami Area Unified School District.

The Tobacco Free Environments Program
1. Will serve as a resource to school administrators, teachers, support staff and students.
2. Will utilize Health Smart curriculum.
3. Will provide instruction to students through community health educator and youth coalition members and.
4. Will utilize programs 2011/2012 contract action plan/strategy to identify health priorities for schools through
the use of the school health index (SHI). 

The Miami Area Unified School District #40
1. Will adopt Health Smart curriculum prescribed by the Tobacco Free Environments Program.
2. Will provide office/storage space for community health educator, between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Monday through Thursday, to begin on July 1, 2011, and end on June 30, 2012.
3. Will provide necessary equipment for community health educator to effectively perform his/her duties i.e., desk,
telephone line, appropriate computer & outlets and internet access.

Recommendation
The Director of Health and Emergency Services recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the
Memorandum of Understanding between Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services and the Miami
Area Unified School District #40.

Suggested Motion
Approval of the Memorandum of Understanding between Gila County Division of Health and Emergency Services
and the Miami Area Unified School District #40 related to the Tobacco Free Environments Program for the period
July 1, 2011, through June 30, 2012.

Attachments
MOU with Miami Area United School District No. 40
Legal Explanation















GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office approval of IGA pursuant to A.R.S. § 11-952(D).

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the Intergovernmental Agreement attached to 

this agenda item and has determined that it is in its “proper form” and  “is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement unit” 

pursuant to A.R.S. § A.R.S. § 11-952(D).  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Review

A.R.S. § 11-952(D) requires that 

every agreement or contract involving any public agency or public 
procurement unit of this state . . . before its execution, shall be 
submitted to the attorney for each such public agency or public 
procurement unit, who shall determine whether the agreement is in 
proper form and is within the powers and authority granted under 
the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement 
unit.

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews IGAs to see that 
they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means that the 
contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific legislative 
requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public agency.  It 
does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports the policy 
objectives contained in the IGA.  That approval is solely the province of the public 
agency through its elected body.  



Likewise, this approval is not a certification that the IGA has been properly 
executed.  Proper execution can only be determined after all the entities entering into 
the IGA have taken legal action to approve the IGA.  There is no statutory 
requirement for the County Attorney’s Office to certify that IGAs are properly 
executed.

Nonetheless, it is imperative for each public agency to ensure that each IGA is 
properly executed because A.R.S. § 11-952(F) requires that “[a]ppropriate action … 
applicable to the governing bodies of the participating agencies approving or 
extending the duration of the … contract shall be necessary before any such 
agreement, contract or extension may be filed or become effective.”  This can be done 
by ensuring that the governing body gives the public proper notice of the meeting 
wherein action will be taken to approve the IGA, that the item is adequately described 
in the agenda accompanying the notice, and that the governing body takes such 
action. Any questions regarding whether the IGA has been properly executed may be 
directed to the County Attorney’s Office.

Proper execution of IGAs is important because A.R.S. § 11-952(H) provides that 
“[p]ayment for services under this section shall not be made unless pursuant to a fully 
approved written contract.”  Additionally, A.R.S. § 11-952(I) provides that “[a] 
person who authorizes payment of any monies in violation of this section is liable for 
the monies paid plus twenty per cent of such amount and legal interest from the date 
of payment.” 

The public agency or department submitting the IGA for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the IGA in order to completely understand its 
obligations under the IGA if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s board.  
This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the IGA as to form, 
the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the capacity to 
actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County Attorney’s Office 
does not monitor IGA compliance.  Hence the public entity or submitting department 
will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A thorough knowledge of 
the provisions of the IGA will be necessary to monitor compliance.

Before determining whether an IGA contract “is in proper form,” the County 
Attorney’s Office will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about 
the contract.  It is the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the 
IGA for review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the 
IGA to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the IGA for 
review.  Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office 
review of the IGA because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of 
greatest concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the 
agency does have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County 
Attorney’s Office to meaningfully review the IGA.  



   

ARF-1123     Consent Agenda Item      4- E             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Steve Stratton, Public
Works Division Director

Submitted By: Diana Jones, Management Analyst,
Finance Department

Department: Public Works Division Division: Administration

Fiscal Year: 2010 and 2011 Budgeted?: Yes

Contract Dates
Begin & End: 

7/1/09 - 6/30/10 Grant?: Yes

Matching
Requirement?: 

Yes Fund?: Renewal

Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Approval of Agreements for Distribution of Local Transportation Assistance Funds (LTAF) II.
 

Background Information
According to legislation enacted in 1998, cities, towns, and counties that receive $2,500 or
more in Local Transportation Assistance Funds (LTAF) II funding annually are required to use
the funding for public transportation services. Gila County has been using the LTAF II funds
to provide senior centers and other entities which provide transportation services with funds
to support their continued transit operation. 

During the Board of Supervisors' October 18, 2011, meeting, the Board recommended the
distribution of funds from the LTAF II account in accordance to the 50% distribution. The
distribution of these funds is necessary to keep within the LTAF II Program guidelines and
expenditures for public transportation by the Arizona Department of Transportation.

No funds were distributed to the Copper Spike Excursion Train as it is no longer in operation. 

Evaluation
Attached are agreements for the distribution of the LTAF II funds. 
Intergovernmental Agreements with the Town of Hayden for $1,250 and Transit Agreement
with Horizon Human Services in the amount of $1,250. 

Conclusion
The distribution of these funds is necessary to keep within the LTAF II Program guidelines.

Recommendation
The Public Works Department recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the
attached Intergovernmental Agreement and Transit Agreement for the distribution of LTAF II
funds.

Suggested Motion
Authorization for the Chairman to sign the attached agreements to distribute LTAF II (Local



Authorization for the Chairman to sign the attached agreements to distribute LTAF II (Local
Area Transportation Funds) funds, as follows: Intergovernmental Agreement with the Town of
Hayden for $1,250 and Transit Agreement with Horizon Human Services for $1,250.

Attachments
IGA with Town of Hayden Senior Center
Transit Agreement with Horizon Human Services
LTAF II Distribution Amounts
10/18/2011 Agenda Item
IGA Legal Explanation
Legal Explanation

























GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office approval of IGA pursuant to A.R.S. § 11-952(D).

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the Intergovernmental Agreement attached to 

this agenda item and has determined that it is in its “proper form” and  “is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement unit” 

pursuant to A.R.S. § A.R.S. § 11-952(D).  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Review

A.R.S. § 11-952(D) requires that 

every agreement or contract involving any public agency or public 
procurement unit of this state . . . before its execution, shall be 
submitted to the attorney for each such public agency or public 
procurement unit, who shall determine whether the agreement is in 
proper form and is within the powers and authority granted under 
the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement 
unit.

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews IGAs to see that 
they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means that the 
contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific legislative 
requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public agency.  It 
does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports the policy 
objectives contained in the IGA.  That approval is solely the province of the public 
agency through its elected body.  



Likewise, this approval is not a certification that the IGA has been properly 
executed.  Proper execution can only be determined after all the entities entering into 
the IGA have taken legal action to approve the IGA.  There is no statutory 
requirement for the County Attorney’s Office to certify that IGAs are properly 
executed.

Nonetheless, it is imperative for each public agency to ensure that each IGA is 
properly executed because A.R.S. § 11-952(F) requires that “[a]ppropriate action … 
applicable to the governing bodies of the participating agencies approving or 
extending the duration of the … contract shall be necessary before any such 
agreement, contract or extension may be filed or become effective.”  This can be done 
by ensuring that the governing body gives the public proper notice of the meeting 
wherein action will be taken to approve the IGA, that the item is adequately described 
in the agenda accompanying the notice, and that the governing body takes such 
action. Any questions regarding whether the IGA has been properly executed may be 
directed to the County Attorney’s Office.

Proper execution of IGAs is important because A.R.S. § 11-952(H) provides that 
“[p]ayment for services under this section shall not be made unless pursuant to a fully 
approved written contract.”  Additionally, A.R.S. § 11-952(I) provides that “[a] 
person who authorizes payment of any monies in violation of this section is liable for 
the monies paid plus twenty per cent of such amount and legal interest from the date 
of payment.” 

The public agency or department submitting the IGA for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the IGA in order to completely understand its 
obligations under the IGA if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s board.  
This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the IGA as to form, 
the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the capacity to 
actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County Attorney’s Office 
does not monitor IGA compliance.  Hence the public entity or submitting department 
will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A thorough knowledge of 
the provisions of the IGA will be necessary to monitor compliance.

Before determining whether an IGA contract “is in proper form,” the County 
Attorney’s Office will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about 
the contract.  It is the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the 
IGA for review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the 
IGA to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the IGA for 
review.  Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office 
review of the IGA because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of 
greatest concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the 
agency does have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County 
Attorney’s Office to meaningfully review the IGA.  



GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office “approval as to form” of contract or agreement.

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the contract or agreement attached to this 

agenda item and has determined that it is in its proper form and  is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to the public agency requesting the County 

Attorney’s Office review.  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office
“Approval as to Form” Review

The Gila County Attorney’s Office is often called upon to review contracts and 
other agreements between public entities represented by the County Attorney and 
private venders, contractors, and individuals.  

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews these contracts
to see that they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means 
that the contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific 
legislative requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public 
agency.  It does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports 
the policy objectives contained in the contract.  That approval is solely the province 
of the public agency through its elected body.   

The public agency or department submitting the contract for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the contract in order to completely understand 
its obligations under the contract if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s 
board.  This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the contract 
as to form, the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the 
capacity to actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County 
Attorney’s Office does not monitor contract compliance.  Hence the public entity or 



submitting department will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A 
thorough knowledge of the provisions of the contract will be necessary to monitor 
compliance.

Before signing a contract “approved as to form,” the County Attorney’s Office 
will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about the contract.  It is 
the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the contract for 
review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the contract 
to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the contract for review.  
Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office review of 
the contract because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of greatest 
concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the agency does 
have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County Attorney’s Office to 
meaningfully review the agreement.  



   

ARF-1135     Consent Agenda Item      4- F             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Steve Stratton, Public
Works Division Director

Submitted By: Gloria Aguirre, Accountant Senior,
Public Works Division

Department: Public Works Division Division: Administration

Fiscal Year: FY 2012 Budgeted?: Yes

Contract Dates
Begin & End: 

April 2012 - 09/30/2012 Grant?: No

Matching
Requirement?: 

No Fund?: Renewal

Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Approval of Forest Road Maintenance Agreement 12-RO-11031200-013 between Gila County
and the U.S. Forest Service, Tonto National Forest for the maintenance of certain forest
development roads.

Background Information
Gila County has assisted the Tonto National Forest in maintaining the forest roads for public
use through agreements for many years. This allows Gila County to use the mileage of those
roads to gain Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) monies and also allows residents and the
public to enjoy the many recreation areas offered by the Tonto National Forest. A renewed
Master Forest Road Agreement No. 10-RO-11031200-006 was signed September 30, 2009,
between both parties. Each year the specific Maintenance Agreements may include a revised
Cooperator Plan showing specific roads and maintenance standards. Gila County bills the U.
S. Forest Service for the maintenance according to the schedule in the agreement.

Evaluation
The specific roads included in the Schedule A of this document have been agreed to by both
parties. The amount of cooperative funds in the Project Agreement are set at a maximum, not
to exceed $72,114. The U.S. Forest Service will make payments upon receipt of Gila County's
quarterly invoices. At the time of signing, $38,000 is to be obligated. Incremental funding will
occur when funds become available. Gila County will track equipment and labor for
reimbursement costs. Typically with the routine maintenance of these roads Gila County will
blade, remove brush and weeds and provide signage to the standards of Schedule A.

Conclusion
This agreement is beneficial for Gila County road funding and helps to provide maintained
access to the Tonto National Forest recreation areas.

Recommendation
The Gila County Public Works Division recommends that the Chairman approve United States
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Tonto National Forest Road Project Agreement No.
12-RO-11031200-013 for the FY 2012 through September 30, 2012, in the amount of $72,114.

Suggested Motion



Authorization of the Chairman's signature on the United States Department of Agriculture,
Forest Service, Tonto National Forest Road Project Agreement No. 12-RO-11031200-013 for
the FY 2012 through September 30, 2012, in the amount of $72,114.

Attachments
Annual Road Project Agreement
Exhibit A FY12 Operating Plan
Exhibit B Financial 
Schedule A
Agreement Cover Sheet
Master Agreement 2009
Legal Explanation













































































GILA COUNTY ATTORNEY
Daisy Flores

Re: County Attorney’s Office approval of IGA pursuant to A.R.S. § 11-952(D).

To whom it may concern:

The County Attorney’s Office has reviewed the Intergovernmental Agreement attached to 

this agenda item and has determined that it is in its “proper form” and  “is within the powers and 

authority granted under the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement unit” 

pursuant to A.R.S. § A.R.S. § 11-952(D).  

Explanation of the Gila County Attorney’s Office Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) Review

A.R.S. § 11-952(D) requires that 

every agreement or contract involving any public agency or public 
procurement unit of this state . . . before its execution, shall be 
submitted to the attorney for each such public agency or public 
procurement unit, who shall determine whether the agreement is in 
proper form and is within the powers and authority granted under 
the laws of this state to such public agency or public procurement 
unit.

In performing this review, the County Attorney’s Office reviews IGAs to see that 
they are in “proper form” prior to their execution.  “Proper form” means that the 
contract conforms to fundamental contract law, conforms to specific legislative 
requirements, and is within the powers and authority granted to the public agency.  It 
does not mean that the County Attorney’s Office approves of or supports the policy 
objectives contained in the IGA.  That approval is solely the province of the public 
agency through its elected body.  



Likewise, this approval is not a certification that the IGA has been properly 
executed.  Proper execution can only be determined after all the entities entering into 
the IGA have taken legal action to approve the IGA.  There is no statutory 
requirement for the County Attorney’s Office to certify that IGAs are properly 
executed.

Nonetheless, it is imperative for each public agency to ensure that each IGA is 
properly executed because A.R.S. § 11-952(F) requires that “[a]ppropriate action … 
applicable to the governing bodies of the participating agencies approving or 
extending the duration of the … contract shall be necessary before any such 
agreement, contract or extension may be filed or become effective.”  This can be done 
by ensuring that the governing body gives the public proper notice of the meeting 
wherein action will be taken to approve the IGA, that the item is adequately described 
in the agenda accompanying the notice, and that the governing body takes such 
action. Any questions regarding whether the IGA has been properly executed may be 
directed to the County Attorney’s Office.

Proper execution of IGAs is important because A.R.S. § 11-952(H) provides that 
“[p]ayment for services under this section shall not be made unless pursuant to a fully 
approved written contract.”  Additionally, A.R.S. § 11-952(I) provides that “[a] 
person who authorizes payment of any monies in violation of this section is liable for 
the monies paid plus twenty per cent of such amount and legal interest from the date 
of payment.” 

The public agency or department submitting the IGA for review has the 
responsibility to read and understand the IGA in order to completely understand its 
obligations under the IGA if it is ultimately approved by the public entity’s board.  
This is because while the County Attorney’s Office can approve the IGA as to form, 
the office may not have any idea whether the public agency has the capacity to 
actually comply with its contractual obligations.  Also, the County Attorney’s Office 
does not monitor IGA compliance.  Hence the public entity or submitting department 
will need to be prepared to monitor their own compliance.  A thorough knowledge of 
the provisions of the IGA will be necessary to monitor compliance.

Before determining whether an IGA contract “is in proper form,” the County 
Attorney’s Office will answer any questions or concerns the public agency has about 
the contract.  It is the responsibility of the public agency or department submitting the 
IGA for review to ask any specific questions or address any concerns it has about the 
IGA to the County Attorney’s Office at the same time they submit the IGA for 
review.  Making such an inquiry also helps improve the County Attorney’s Office 
review of the IGA because it will help focus the review on specific issues that are of 
greatest concern to the public agency.  Failing to make such an inquiry when the 
agency does have issues or concerns will decrease the ability of the County 
Attorney’s Office to meaningfully review the IGA.  



   

ARF-1118     Consent Agenda Item      4- G             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Linda
Eastlick,
Elections
Director

Submitted By:
Liz Mata, Administrative Clerk,
Elections Department

Department: Elections Department
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Appointment of Precinct Committeemen to the Gila County Republican Committee

Background Information
ARS 16-821(B) provides if a vacancy exists in the office of precinct committeeman, the
vacancy shall be filled by the Board of Supervisors from a list of names submitted by
the County Chairman of the appropriate political party.

Evaluation
Three new individuals have been submitted by the Gila County Republican
Committee Chair for appointment to the office of precinct committeemen.  Per statute,
the Board of Supervisors has the authority to make this appointment.

Conclusion
The Republican Party has submitted Jay Don Knoner, Darrell Wayne Stubbs
and Timothy Trent for appointment by the Board of Supervisors. 

Recommendation
The Director of Elections recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the
appointments as submitted by the Gila County Republican Committee.

Suggested Motion
Approval of the appointments of the following precinct committeemen as submitted by
the Gila County Republican Committee: Star Valley Precinct-Jay Don Knoner,
Claypool #2 Precinct- Darrell Wayne Stubbs, and Globe #8 Precinct-Timothy Trent.

Attachments
Republican PC March 2012









   

ARF-1122     Consent Agenda Item      4- H             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Robert Gould, Community
Development Division Director

Submitted By: Beverly Valenzuela, Executive
Administrative Assistant, Community
Development Division

Department: Community Development Division Division: Community Development Administration
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Planning & Zoning Commission Appointment

Background Information
On December 12, 2011, Ron Christensen submitted a letter (copy attached) to Don Ascoli, Chairman of
the Gila County Planning and Zoning Commission, with a copy to Supervisor Tommie Martin providing
notification that he was resigning from the Commission effective immediately.  The position has been
vacant since that time. 

Evaluation
Planning and Zoning Commission:  
ARS§11-802(C) states, "In the counties having three supervisorial districts, each county planning and
zoning commission shall consist of nine members who shall be qualified electors of the county.  Three
members shall be appointed from each supervisorial district by the supervisor from that district, and
not more than one of the three may be a resident of an incorporated municipality.  Members of the
commission shall serve without compensation except for reasonable travel expenses."

ARS§11-802(G) states, "...If a vacancy occurs otherwise than by expiration of term, the vacancy shall be
filled by appointment for the unexpired portion of the term..."

Conclusion
Supervisor Tommie Martin has recommended that the Gila County Board of Supervisors appoint Mary
Lou Myers to the Gila County Planning and Zoning Commission in order to fill Ron
Christensen's unexpired term of office which expires on December 31, 2012. 

Recommendation
The Gila County Community Development Division Director recommends that the Board of Supervisors
appoint Mary Lou Myers to the Gila County Planning and Zoning Commission for the period March 20,
2012, through December 31, 2012.

Suggested Motion
Approval to appoint Mary Lou Myers to the Gila County Planning and Zoning Commission to fill Ron
Christensen's unexpired term of office through December 31, 2012.

Attachments
Ron Christensen's Resignation Letter
P & Z Commission Membership List Proposed 3-20-12
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Beverly Valenzuela, Executive
Administrative Assistant, Community
Development Division
Community Development Administration



December 12,2011 

Don Ascoli 


Chairman Gila County Planning and Zoning Commission 


Payson, AZ 


Dear Don, 


I'm submitting my resignation as of today December 12, 2011 to the Gila County 


Planning and Zoning Commission. 


Due to the resent set back in my health and the restrictions I have, I no longer can 


fulfill my obligations to the Commission. 


I appreciate the opportunity to serve as a Commissioner and wish all of you that 


are serving the best. 


Thank you very much for your support through the years. 


MERRY CHRISTMAS and GOD's BLESSINGS to all. .. 


Si~~~ely, {' /--I .. . 

/ J.. '< '//hJ.~/<Wj!)l?~ 
.,..././ ·,_~.t/P· ~ I; /' 

Ronald Christensen 

C: The Honorable Tommie Martin 


Gila County District One Supervisor 




 
GILA COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

(Proposed to BOS on 3/20/12 and if approved the list will be as follows) 
 

NAME OF MEMBER  TYPE OF 
APPOINTMENT 

 
Mark with  A,  B,  C, 
D or E – see below 

NEW APPOINTMENT OR REAPPOINTMENT 
(Include BOS approval date next to letter) 

New Appointment:  Choose “A” or “B” 
A ‐for existing vacancy or 
B ‐to fill a vacancy created by (provide name) 
or 
Reappointment:  Mark with a “C” and include 
number of years served prior to most recent 
appointment 

DATES OF TERM 
(Put the month, day and 
year both beginning and 

ending dates) 

LENGTH OF TERM  
(# of years) 

Ron Christensen  A – District 1  C (09/09/08)   2 years 6 months  01/01/09‐12/31/12  4 years  
(resigned eff. 12‐12‐11) 

Mary Lou Myers  A – District 1  B (03/20/12)  
(Ron Christensen) 

‐  03/20/12‐12/31/12  9 months 

Randy Slapnicka  A – District 1  C (12/14/10)  7 months  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 years 
Don Ascoli  A – District 1  C (09/09/08)  2 years 6 months  01/01/09‐12/31/12  4 years 
Lori Brown  A – District 2  C (12/14/10)  4 years 6 months  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 years 
Jay Spehar  A – District 2  C (12/14/10)  4 years 6 months  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 years 
Travis Williams  A – District 2  C (12/14/10)  4 years 9 months  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 years 
Mickie Nye  A – District 3  C (12/14/10)  3 years 11 months  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 years 
John “Jack” Larimore  A – District 3  C (12/14/10)  4 years 6 months  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 years 
Ronnie McDaniel  A – District 3  A (02/07/12)  ‐  01/01/12‐12/31/15  4 years 
          
           
 
Appointment Designation Definitions: 
A) Statutory District Appointment:  Member must reside within the supervisorial district boundary from which he/she is appointed. 
 
B) Supervisor Appointment: Member unrestricted by district. 
 
C) Joint Appointment:  Membership is comprised of appointments from different jurisdictions.  Appointments made by other entities are acknowledged by the 
Board of Supervisors.   
 
D) County at Large:  Members are unrestricted by district and can be recommended by appointment by any supervisorial district or by the committee. 
 
E) Alternate Members:  As defined by individual committee criteria. 



   

ARF-1144     Consent Agenda Item      4- I             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Robert
Gould,
Community
Development
Division
Director

Submitted By:

Marian Sheppard, Chief Deputy Clerk,
BOS, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Department: Community Development Division
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Appointment and Reappointment to the Gila County Board of Adjustment and Appeals

Background Information
On December 12, 2011, Ron Christensen submitted a letter to chairman of the Gila
County Planning and Zoning Commission immediately resigning from said
Commission due to health issues (a copy of the letter is attached to agenda item 4-J). 
In doing so, he also resigned from the Gila County Board of Adjustment and Appeals.  

In reviewing Mr. Christensen's information, it was discovered that when Mr.
Christensen and Mr. Don Ascoli were initially appointed to the Board on July 11,
2006, no term of office was stated; however, ARS 11-816(A) states, "The members of
each board shall be appointed for staggered terms of four years each."   

Evaluation
As Mr. Christensen resigned on December 12, 2011, there is now a vacancy to
represent Supervisorial District 1 on said Board.  Supervisor Tommie Martin has
recommended that Mary Lou Myers be appointed to the Board for a 4-year term.  In
order to meet the requirements for staggered terms of office, it is recommended that
Ms. Myers' actual term of office be from March 20, 2012, through December 31, 2015.

In order to meet the statutory requirement of appointing members to this Board for
4-year terms, it is appropriate to request the Board of Supervisors' approval to
reappoint Mr. Ascoli to said Board for a 4-year term.  In order to meet the
requirements for staggered terms of office, it is recommended that Mr. Ascoli's actual
term of office be from March 20, 2012, through December 31, 2015.

Conclusion
The requested appointment of Ms. Myers and reappointment of Mr. Ascoli to the Gila
County Board of Adjustment and Appeals for the specified terms of office will fill one
vacancy on said Board and meet the statutory requirements of having staggered terms
of office.

Recommendation



Per the recommendation of Supervisor Tommie Martin, it is recommended to approve
the appoinment of Mary Lou Myers and the reappointment of Don Ascoli to the Gila
County Board of Adjustment and Appeals for the specified terms of office.  Bob Gould,
Community Development Division Director, concurs with these recommendations.

Suggested Motion
Approval to appoint Mary Lou Myers to the Gila County Board of Adjustment and
Appeals for the period March 20, 2012, through December 31, 2015; and to reappoint
Don Ascoli to said Board for the period March 20, 2012, through December 31, 2015.

Attachments
Board of Adjustment and Appeals Membership List Proposed 3-20-12



 
GILA COUNTY BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT AND APPEALS 

(Proposed to BOS on 3/20/12 and if approved, the list will be as follows) 
 

NAME OF MEMBER  TYPE OF 
APPOINTMENT 

 
Mark with A, B, C, 
D or E – see below 

NEW APPOINTMENT OR REAPPOINTMENT 
(Include BOS approval date next to letter) 

New Appointment:  Choose “A” or “B” 
A ‐for existing vacancy or 
B ‐to fill a vacancy created by (provide name) 
or 
Reappointment:  Mark with a “C” and include 
number of years served 

DATES OF TERM  LENGTH OF TERM  
(# of years) 

Don Ascoli‐District 1  A   C (03/20/12)  Initially appointed by BOS 
on 07/11/06; however, no 
term dates were stated on 
agenda, so through 
03/19/12, Mr. Ascoli has 
served 6 years 9 months 
 
 
 

03/20/12‐12/31/15  4 (actual 3 years 9 
months) Per ARS 11‐
816(A), “The members 
of each board shall be 
appointed for staggered 
terms of 4 years each.”   
This designated term of 
office will help stagger 
members’ terms of 
office 

Ron Christensen‐District 1  A   C (07/11/06)(no BOS 
reappointment after 
term expired on 
12/31/10; however, 
Mr. Christensen 
continued to serve 
on the Board) 

Initially appointed by BOS 
on 07/11/06; however, no 
term dates were stated on 
agenda, so through 
12/12/11, Mr. Christensen  
served 5 years 5 months 
 

01/01/11‐12/12/11 
(resigned eff. 12/12/11) 

4 

Mary Lou Myers‐District 1  A  A (03/20/12)  ‐  03/20/12‐12/31/15  4 (actual 3 years 9 
months) Per ARS 11‐
816(A), “The members 
of each board shall be 
appointed for staggered 
terms of 4 years each.”   
This designated term of 
office will help stagger 
members’ terms of 
office 



Lori Brown‐District 2  A   C (12/14/10)  4 years 5 months (7/11/06)  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 
Travis Williams‐District 2  A   C (12/14/10)  4 years 5 months (7/11/06)  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 
John “Jack” Larimore‐District 3  A   C (12/14/10)  4 years 5 months (7/11/06)  01/01/11‐12/31/14  4 
 
Appointment Designation Definitions: 
A) Statutory District Appointment:  Member must reside within the supervisorial district boundary from which he/she is appointed. 
 
B) Supervisor Appointment: Member unrestricted by district. 
 
C) Joint Appointment:  Membership is comprised of appointments from different jurisdictions.  Appointments made by other entities are acknowledged by the 
Board of Supervisors.   
 
D) County at Large:  Members are unrestricted by district and can be recommended by appointment by any supervisorial district or by the committee. 
 
E) Alternate Members:  As defined by individual committee criteria. 



   

ARF-1071     Consent Agenda Item      4- J             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Linda
Rodriguez,
Administrative
Manager

Submitted By:
Linda Rodriguez, Administrative
Manager, County Manager

Department: County Manager
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Gila Monsters Go-Kart Racing Club's request to use the Go-Kart Racing track at the
Gila County Fairgrounds for the period of April 1, 2012, through September 22, 2012,
with a waiver of fees. 

Background Information
The Gila Monster Go-Kart Racing Club is a non-profit organization of volunteers for
the young children and teenagers in our community with a passion for racing. The
2012 season is the Gila Monsters Go-Kart Club's 16th season of racing in the area.
The racing season commences the week of April, with the final race of the season
during the weekend of the Gila County Fair, September 2012.
 
The Gila Monsters Go-Kart Club provides their own insurance through Tag Racing
International; a volunteer paramedic from one of the local fire stations is present for
medical emergencies during all races. 

The Gila Monsters Go-Kart Racing Club has always paid for the electrical services year
round at the Fairgrounds' Go-Kart Racing track and this year they changed the billing
and service account into their club name which eliminates the County from having
to submit the monthly statements to them for payment.

The 2012 Board members are as follows: President Jason Wood, Vice-President
Matthew Mabitt, Secretary Jessica Courtney, and Treasurer Terri Hetrick. 

Evaluation
The Gila Monsters Go-Kart Club provides a clean atmosphere for young children and
teenagers to be involved in fun entertainment in the community. 

Conclusion
The request to use the Fairgrounds' Go-Kart Track, with a waiver of fees, should be
approved for the 2012 Gila Monsters Go-Kart Racing season.

Recommendation
 The recommendation is to approve the Gila Monster Go-Kart Club's request.

Suggested Motion



Suggested Motion
Approval of Gila Monsters Go-Kart Club's request to use the Go-Kart Track at the
Fairgrounds for the period of April 1, 2012, through September 2012, with a waiver of
fees. 

Attachments
Gila Monster Go-Kart Racing F.G. Application
Go-Kart Racing Schedule for 2012
Waiver Request
Go-Kart Certificate of Insurance













CERTIFICATE HOLDER

© 1988-2010 ACORD CORPORATION.  All rights reserved.

ACORD 25 (2010/05)

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

CANCELLATION

DATE (MM/DD/YYYY)

CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE

LOCJECT
PRO-

POLICY

GEN'L AGGREGATE LIMIT APPLIES PER:

OCCURCLAIMS-MADE

COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY

GENERAL LIABILITY

PREMISES (Ea occurrence) $
DAMAGE TO RENTED
EACH OCCURRENCE $

MED EXP (Any one person) $

PERSONAL & ADV INJURY $

GENERAL AGGREGATE $

PRODUCTS - COMP/OP AGG $

$RETENTIONDED

CLAIMS-MADE

OCCUR

$

AGGREGATE $

EACH OCCURRENCE $UMBRELLA LIAB

EXCESS LIAB

DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS / LOCATIONS / VEHICLES  (Attach ACORD 101, Additional Remarks Schedule, if more space is required)

INSR
LTR TYPE OF INSURANCE POLICY NUMBER

POLICY EFF
(MM/DD/YYYY)

POLICY EXP
(MM/DD/YYYY) LIMITS

WC STATU-
TORY LIMITS

OTH-
ER

E.L. EACH ACCIDENT

E.L. DISEASE - EA EMPLOYEE

E.L. DISEASE - POLICY LIMIT

$

$

$

ANY PROPRIETOR/PARTNER/EXECUTIVE

If yes, describe under
DESCRIPTION OF OPERATIONS below

(Mandatory in NH)
OFFICER/MEMBER EXCLUDED?

WORKERS COMPENSATION

AND EMPLOYERS' LIABILITY Y / N

AUTOMOBILE LIABILITY

ANY AUTO

ALL OWNED SCHEDULED

HIRED AUTOS
NON-OWNED

AUTOS AUTOS

AUTOS

COMBINED SINGLE LIMIT

BODILY INJURY (Per person)

BODILY INJURY (Per accident)

PROPERTY DAMAGE $

$

$

$

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED.  NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN, THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS,
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES. LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

INSR
ADDL

WVD
SUBR

N / A

$

$

(Ea accident)

(Per accident)

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER. THIS

CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES

BELOW.  THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S), AUTHORIZED

REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER, AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.

IMPORTANT:  If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy(ies) must be endorsed.  If SUBROGATION IS WAIVED, subject to

the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement.  A statement on this certificate does not confer rights to the

certificate holder in lieu of such endorsement(s).

The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD

COVERAGES CERTIFICATE NUMBER: REVISION NUMBER:

INSURED

PHONE
(A/C, No, Ext):

PRODUCER

ADDRESS:
E-MAIL

FAX
(A/C, No):

CONTACT
NAME:

NAIC #

INSURER A :

INSURER B :

INSURER C :

INSURER D :

INSURER E :

INSURER F :

INSURER(S) AFFORDING COVERAGE

SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE

THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE WILL BE DELIVERED IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS.

See below

The ACORD name and logo are registered marks of ACORD

3/14/2012

4036390

184205

(This certificate replaces certificate# 4035547 issued on 3/14/2012)

Gila County Fairgrounds Go Kart Track

Gila County Monster Go Karts

Gila County and City of Globe
900 E. Fairgrounds Rd
Globe, AZ  85501

11715 Fox Rd., Suite 400-191

Indianapolis IN 46236

AKRA, Inc./AKTPA, Inc.

Chubb Custom Insurance Company

Federal Insurance Company

38989

20281

7400 North Shadeland Avenue, Suite 100

Indianapolis, IN 46250-2076

Commercial Lines - (317) 841-3309

Wells Fargo Insurance Services USA, Inc.

Jeff Johnson

317-841-5087 317-841-5058

jeff.johnson1@wellsfargo.com

1,000,000

2,000,000

X
1,000,000

1/11/2012 1/11/2013
500,000

A

ExcludedX

79960336

1,000,000

B 01/11/201201/11/2012 01/11/201399071178 10000

Class 1 - $15,000 AD&D limit; $25,000 Excess Medical
Class 2 - $5,000 AD&D limit; $10,000 Excess Medical

TAG Racing USA, Gila County Fairgrounds, Gila County and City of Globe are listed as additional insured



   

ARF-1121     Consent Agenda Item      4- K             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Gila
County
Rodeo
Committee

Submitted By:
Linda Rodriguez, Administrative
Manager, County Manager

Department: County Manager
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Gila County Rodeo Committee's request to waive fees for use of F.G. rodeo arena &
exhibit hall for Rodeo Queen Pageant, Sponsor Dinner & Annual Rodeo.

Background Information
The Gila County Rodeo Committee was re-established in 2001, when Charlie Brewer
had a request to put on a rodeo the following year. The Rodeo Committee was first
required to provide spectator insurance, which could not be put under the umbrella of
the County's insurance policy and has since provided its own $1 million insurance
policy for each function held at the Fairgrounds. 

The Rodeo Committee purchased its own rodeo facility, which was paid for by the
third year, with the help of the Fairgrounds crew for doing most of the work in putting
the rodeo facility together. Chairman Charlie Brewer stated that his biggest challenge
is to secure sponsors for all of the events and the average cost of the rodeo over the
past 5 years was between $20,000 to $23,000 per event; the "Kids" Rodeo costs
$4,750. He also stated how fortunate the community is to have business people who
are very supportive of the events for the youth at the Fairgrounds. The Rodeo
Committee is a group of dedicated volunteers in keeping the western tradition alive in
southern Gila County.

The Gila County Rodeo Committee has submitted a request to use the Gila County
Fairgrounds' facilities (with a waiver of fees) for the following events:

April 21, 2012 - Both the Exhibit Hall and the Rodeo Arena for the Rodeo Queen
Pageant;
May 11, 2012 - the Exhibit Hall for the Rodeo Sponsor dinner;
May 12-13, 2012 - Rodeo arena for the Annual Rodeo weekend.

Evaluation
The annual Rodeo provides family entertainment and draws people from across the
nation, which is beneficial to the economy of the community.

Conclusion
The Gila County Rodeo Committee's request to use the Fairgrounds' exhibit hall



The Gila County Rodeo Committee's request to use the Fairgrounds' exhibit hall
and rodeo arena, with a waiver of fees, should be approved.

There is no conflict with dates; insurance certificate will be provided prior to event and
security will be arranged with Detective Johnny Holmes of the Gila County Sheriff's
Office.

Recommendation
The recommendation of the staff is to approve the Gila County Rodeo Committee's
request.

Suggested Motion
Approval of the waiver of fees for the Gila County Rodeo Committee's use of the
Fairgrounds' Exhibit Hall and rodeo arena for the Rodeo Queen Pageant on April 21,
2012, the Rodeo Sponsor Dinner on May 11, 2012, and the Annual Rodeo on May 12
and 13, 2012.

Attachments
Rodeo Committee Waiver letter
Rodeo Commitee F.G. Application for Pageant
Rodeo Committee F.G. Application for Sponsor dinner & Rodeo





















   

ARF-1143     Consent Agenda Item      4- L             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Submitted For: Marian
Sheppard,
Chief
Deputy
Clerk, BOS

Submitted By:

Marian Sheppard, Chief Deputy Clerk,
BOS, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Department: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Presenter's Name: 

Information
Request/Subject
Lions Club Special Event Liquor License Applications for April 7, 2012, and April 14,
2012.

Background Information
A qualified organization may submit an application to serve liquor at a special event
for up to 10 days per year.  The Arizona Department of Liquor Licenses and Control
(Department) approves all liquor-related applications; however, part of the
Department's process requires that the local governing body review the application
and submit a recommendation for approval or disapproval to the Department for any
establishment located within the jurisdiction of that local governing body.

Evaluation
The Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board of Supervisors has reviewed the
attached applications and has determined that they have been filled out correctly.

Conclusion
This charitable organization has properly completed the applications and if the Board
of Supervisors approves the applications, the Lions Club of Globe, Arizona, will have
used 3 days of the allowable 10 days to serve liquor at a special event in 2012.

Recommendation
The Chief Deputy Clerk recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve these
applications.  Upon approval, the applicant has the responsibility to submit the
applications to the Department for its final approval.

Suggested Motion
Approval of two Special Event Liquor License Applications submitted by the Lions
Club of Globe, Arizona, Inc. to serve liquor on April 7, 2012, for a wedding reception,
and April 14, 2012, for the annual National Rifle Association Dinner.

Attachments
Lions Club Special Event Lic App for 4-7-12



Lions Club Special Event Lic App for 4-14-12



















   

ARF-1124       4- M             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Reporting
Period:

Globe Regional Justice Court Monthly Report for January 2012

Submitted For: Mary Navarro Submitted By: Mary Navarro,
Justice Court
Operations
Mgr, Superior
Court

Information
Subject
Globe Regional Justice Court Monthly Report for January 2012

Suggested Motion
Approval of the January 2012 monthly departmental activity report submitted by the
Globe Regional Justice Court.

Attachments
Globe Regional Justice Court Report for January 2012









   

ARF-1127       4- N             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Reporting
Period:

Recorder's Office Monthly Report for January 2012

Submitted For: Sadie Dalton Submitted By: Sadie Dalton,
Recorder,
Recorder's
Office

Information
Subject
Recorder's Office Monthly Report for January 2012.

Suggested Motion
Approval of the January 2012 monthly departmental activity report submitted by the
Recorder's Office.

Attachments
Recorder's Office Monthly Report for January 2012



















   

ARF-1141       4- O             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Reporting
Period:

Payson Regional Constable Monthly Report for February 2012

Submitted For: Colt White Submitted By: Yvonne
House,
Administrative
Clerk Senior,
Constable -
Payson

Information
Subject
Payson Regional Constable Monthly Report for February 2012

Suggested Motion
Approval of the February 2012 monthly departmental activity report submitted by the
Payson Regional Constable.

Attachments
Payson Regional Constable's Office Monthly Report 02/12











































   

ARF-1149       4- P             
Regular BOS Meeting
Meeting Date: 03/20/2012  

Reporting
Period:

Approval of the February 28, 2012, and March 6, 2012, BOS Meeting
Minutes

Submitted For: Marian Sheppard, Chief Deputy Clerk,
BOS

Submitted By: Marian
Sheppard,
Chief Deputy
Clerk, BOS,
Clerk of the
Board of
Supervisors

Information
Subject
Approval of the February 28, 2012, and March 6, 2012, BOS Meeting Minutes

Suggested Motion
Approval of the February 28, 2012, and March 6, 2012, BOS meeting minutes.

Attachments
02-28-12 BOS Meeting Minutes
03-06-12 BOS Meeting Minutes



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MINUTES 
GILA COUNTY, ARIZONA 

 
Date:  February 28, 2012 
 
TOMMIE C. MARTIN      JOHN F. NELSON 
Chairman        Clerk of the Board 
 
SHIRLEY L. DAWSON      By: Marilyn Brewer 
Vice-Chairman             Deputy Clerk 
 
MICHAEL A. PASTOR      Gila County Courthouse 
Member        Globe, Arizona 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PRESENT:  Tommie C. Martin, Chairman; Shirley L. Dawson, Vice-Chairman; 
Michael A. Pastor, Supervisor; Don McDaniel, Jr., County Manager; Marilyn 
Brewer, Deputy Clerk; and Bryan Chambers, Chief Deputy County Attorney.   
 
Item 1 – Call to Order – Pledge of Allegiance 
 
The Gila County Board of Supervisors met in a work session and special 
meeting at 10:25 a.m. (due to technical issues) this date in the Board of 
Supervisors hearing room.  Berthan DeNero led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 
 2.  Work Session Item - Information/Discussion regarding Staff Projects 

Work Plan for 2012 and recap for 2011 accomplishments. 
 
 Don McDaniel, County Manager, provided the Board with a recap of the 

accomplishments for 2011, the highlights of which included the following:  1) 
the Finance Department is now current on its audits up to 2011 and also 
provides monthly financial updates; 2) three new policies are now in place, 
which include a procurement policy for contracting, the banking policy and the 
authorized positions policy; 3) an employee positions list has been established 
and is now being adopted as part of the budget and cannot be changed without 
authorization by the Board; 4) the strategic plan is in place and is being used 
in conjunction with the staff performance plans; 5) a new approach for 
performance plans and appraisals has been undertaken; 6) there are now 
written open and competitive recruiting and hiring practices; 6) clarification of 
reporting relationships between employees has been completed; 7) the Boards, 
Commissions and Committees (BC&C) report continues to be updated, and the 
County Manager has assigned responsibility to any division/department head  
who has staff overseeing a particular BC&C to ensure that the appropriate 
people are on the committee and that their actions are done in accordance with 
the law, etc.; and 8) the new website will be ready for review by the middle of 
March 2012.  Mr. McDaniel then reviewed the Staff Projects Work Plan for 
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2012, which includes the following:  1) the strategic plan will be tied to and 
implemented with the performance plans and department heads have been 
advised about their responsibilities as it relates to the strategic plan, and it will 
be tied to their performance; 2) performance appraisals for all employees will 
again be conducted in June and every year thereafter; 3) the possibility of some 
sort of performance pay increase is being reviewed but will depend on the 
availability of funds; 4) the Merit System Rules and Policies update will 
continue; 5) work has begun on a Countywide policy manual; 6) the Finance 
Department is working on written policies for capitalization for fixed assets, 
travel and related expense reimbursement, credit cards, and the way grants are 
accepted and administered; 7) the Human Resources Department will clarify 
many of its procedures/policies by putting them in writing including payroll 
reporting and particularly a conflict of interest policy that will be distributed to 
all employees in the form of a questionnaire; 8) the Facilities Security 
Committee will continue working on securing the buildings and developing 
policies for same; 9) the budget process will be initiated beginning in April and 
will include the elected officials and department heads reviewing all authorized 
positions to determine whether or not their operation could actually run more 
effectively and more efficiently with fewer people so that any savings could be 
used for salary increases; 10) due to the formation of the new Arizona 
Commerce Authority, which was previously the Arizona Department of 
Commerce, and its new project known as the Arizona Alignment Project, the 
County will be reviewing its workforce investment areas and look at forming 
new relationships with other counties and forming workforce investment areas 
that are different than the one the County currently has with Pinal County; 11) 
item 10 could also lead to meetings with other counties in regard to economic 
development and other types of opportunities such as transportation planning, 
water planning or any of those other issues that are typically considered 
regional issues; 12) there will be a review of an economic development proposal 
known as “Vision 20/20, The Foundation for Retention and Expansion of 
Commerce” in Gila County; 13) follow up continues on the details for the sale 
of the Gila Community College property in Payson; 14) staff is working on ways 
to make Gila County more customer service directed and how to improve the 
organization on a regular basis, which will include staff workshops; 15) an 
employee merit award system is being reviewed  whereby an employee could 
receive financial enumeration for suggesting cost-cutting measures for Gila 
County; 16) the whole issue of information management including the 
dissemination of information to the public is being reviewed, which includes 
the County website; 17) the Community Services Division and the Health and 
Emergency Services Division are writing reports on ways of reorganizing those 
large divisions; 18) the Public Works Division is working on an updated 
facilities master plan as well as a roadway improvement schedule and 
maintenance schedule; 19) work continues from the Community Development 
Division on the Uniform Building Code; and 20) the Elections Department is 
putting together some information about elections for the upcoming General 
Election.  Supervisor Pastor stated that he thought this plan would move the 
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County in a positive direction and make the County more transparent and also 
more accountable to the taxpayers, so he was pleased with the plan.  Vice-
Chairman Dawson stated that she appreciated having this report and 
requested that instead of it being an annual report, she would like to have a 
semi-annual report so the Board is more aware of what is happening.  
Chairman Martin also thanked Mr. McDaniel for the report.  No action was 
taken by the Board.   

 
 3.  Work Session Item - Information/Discussion regarding the proposed 

revisions made to the Gila County Merit System Rules and Policies 
handbook.   

 
Chairman Martin suggested that the Board review the substantive revisions 
regarding the proposed Gila County Merit System Rules and Policies handbook; 
however, Supervisor Pastor stated that he had spent the last week going 
through the changes and had several pages of questions he would like to 
address, which was agreed to by the Board.  Berthan DeNero, Human 
Resources (HR) Director, provided the Board with an outline of the 26 policies 
and reminded the Board that the handbook is only a draft and are just 
recommendations.  She advised that she had now met with each of the elected 
officials and their deputies as requested by the Board and reviewed the 
proposed recommendations.  Supervisor Pastor stated that since this handbook 
is going to affect how the Board wants its employees to represent the County 
and what their rules will be, he requested that an employee team be put 
together to review it and have their questions answered before it is adopted by 
the Board.  Chairman Martin agreed stating that she would rather take the 
time to do it right then to take the time to do it over as she did not feel an 
urgency to do this overnight and if the Board needed to take the time, it should 
be available to the employees if they want to have input.  She also 
recommended that the proposed draft be placed on the Intranet for all 
employees to review because this will be affecting a lot of employees and “it 
may not have the effect they think to start with…and any employee who has a 
question needs to ask it and have time to get an answer.”  Vice-Chairman 
Dawson said that would be fine with her.   Supervisor Pastor inquired if the 
highlighted items were additions to the draft.  Ms. DeNero clarified that those 
were recommended changes that she specifically wanted to review with the 
County Manager, which has been done.  She also advised that there is a newer 
draft that will be available for the upcoming March 6th Board meeting based on 
the County Manager’s response to the highlighted areas.  Don McDaniel, 
County Manager, further clarified that the draft being reviewed by the Board 
today is not the latest draft referred to by Ms. DeNero and after today’s 
discussion, it will clearly not go on the March 6th agenda.  Vice-Chairman 
Dawson also requested that this item not be in the March 6th agenda as she 
would be in Washington, D.C.  Supervisor Pastor began his questions with the 
following: 
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1) Definitions, number 1.35 on page 3, “Eligible: An employee who has been 
laid off and is person who has attained a passing score on an examination for a 
specific class and/or has qualified to be placed on a registry for certification.”  
He inquired whether this applied to all employees because in another section 
he read that this was just for classified employees.  Ms. DeNero replied that 
this had to do with when there has been a layoff or reduction in force, the HR 
Department creates a registry and those laid-off employees are eligible if a 
position becomes open.  Supervisor Pastor stated that further in the document 
it referred to only County-funded employees and not grant-funded employees 
and he questioned if that was correct.  Ms. DeNero stated that she would have 
to review Supervisor Pastor’s question and provide an answer at a later time.  
2) Definitions, number 1.42 on page 4, “Full-Time: An employee who works 30 
hours or more per week.”  Supervisor Pastor stated that this was discussed at 
the last work session; however, he was still unclear on it because if a 30-hour 
employee worked 37 hours, he/she would question why they are not entitled to 
7 hours of overtime when they are classified as a full-time employee.  Ms. 
DeNero explained that an employee would only be entitled to overtime for any 
hours worked in a week over 40 hours.  Supervisor Pastor stated that he would 
want to take something like that to arbitration because the County is 
classifying a 30-hour employee as full time; however, later in the draft a full 
time employee is described as a 40-hour employee, so there is no consistency.  
He suggested changing the classification.  Bryan Chambers, Chief Deputy 
County Attorney, recommended that a footnote be placed in that Definition 
stating “for overtime refer to section XX.” 
3) Definitions, number 1.67 on page 6, “Register: An official list of Eligibles 
placed in order of seniority for a particular class or group of classes, placed in 
order of excellence according to results of the examination, which shall be used 
by the Appointing Authority for selection for appointments to positions in the 
County Classified service who were separated by layoff.”  Supervisor Pastor 
questioned the wording “for a particular class or group of classes” and inquired 
if this meant just seniority in the job title, in the job classification, or is it 
seniority within the County structure because there are several employees who 
have worked in several departments and their County seniority might be 10 
years, but their classification in whatever class they are in at the time may only 
be 4 years, so is seniority based on County time, classification time or job 
time?  Ms. DeNero stated that it would depend on the situation and why the 
register was created.  If it was being based on seniority of date of hire going 
back in terms of County service or if the register was created just for a 
particular department in a class(es) of positions, then it would be based on 
class.  Supervisor Pastor questioned if an employee was being laid off in one 
department, would HR look at other registers or does HR look at other 
openings because Ms. DeNero was indicating that there’s a register for each 
department or each classification, so could that person be reassigned or moved 
to another position in another department?  Ms. DeNero stated that first and 
foremost an employee would have to meet the minimum qualifications so the 
answer to that broad question would be “no.”  Chairman Martin stated that it 
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needs to be made clear that it’s not an arbitrary conversation and it’s up to 
somebody’s discretion that it’s either one or it’s the other.  Supervisor Pastor 
then gave the example that if an employee worked at the landfill and could 
operate all the equipment and was going to be laid off, would he be eligible to 
be considered to move into an open entry-level position in the Roads 
Department because he could operate the same equipment and has 13 years 
seniority with the County?  Ms. DeNero stated that HR would not automatically 
jump to the conclusion that a person was qualified right away even for entry-
level positions.  Supervisor Pastor stated that he was not saying to 
automatically be put in a position; however, would an employee be considered?  
Mr. McDaniel stated that the basic question is the skills to do clerical work in 
one department of the County are similar to the skills to do clerical work in 
another, so all those years not depending on the department would make you 
perhaps eligible.  Supervisor Dawson stated, “I don’t know that we got there 
because they are saying that they are eligible to apply.  Well so is anybody on 
earth.  So what does my 13 years at the landfill give me in an opening?  You’re 
going to have a layoff and my job’s gone; what does that do for me in other 
positions in Gila County?”  Mr. McDaniel stated, “Position wise, if it was 
because of a reorganization or a layoff in a given department, then and only in 
that department basically that’s where it would end.  It wouldn’t give you any 
leg up necessarily automatically, but it would from a practical point of view; it 
would give you a clear leg up.  You’ve been in the organization, you know the 
equipment, people know your work habits, they know who you are, by the way 
that can be good and bad, so there is a leg up because you’re on the inside 
looking out rather than the outside looking in.  So there is a leg up, but unless 
there is a countywide reduction in force or layoff that would require HR to look 
at all those issues and say ‘look we’re having some reduction in this area, but 
we have some need over here,’ then in fact you could make as a part of the 
reorganization plan, you could make decisions to take people out of one given 
department and move them to another given department with the same skill 
set, but it would have to be a countywide layoff to effect that, not just  
departmental, because it doesn’t open up the whole County to do that.  We 
don’t have that responsibility.”  Supervisor Pastor then inquired if an employee 
who has been working for the County for a few years got laid off, for example 
for lack of funding, would HR go outside the County and hire somebody else for 
another open secretary position or would HR first look at those employees that 
the County had to let go for lack of funding?  Mr. McDaniel stated that’s one of 
the major things that was talked about earlier, about being open and 
competitive and moving in that direction.  He stated, “While we have talked 
about that in the past, I’m not sure we’ve always done it that way and we are 
moving to where every position is open and competitive.  So, yes, there have 
been situations where perhaps people in the organization with some more skills 
to the department that’s hiring have been overlooked for various reasons, so all 
I can do is probably affirm what you say has happened in the past and 
convince you that we’re not going to do that in the future.”  Supervisor Pastor 
replied, “That’s what I’m getting at is do our employees who have similar skills, 
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if other positions open up, have that opportunity to move to that position?”  
Ms. DeNero replied in the affirmative, provided the employee meets the 
minimum qualifications.  Supervisor Pastor stated that it was his 
understanding that this hadn’t existed in the past and he questioned who 
determines the minimum qualifications.  Ms. DeNero replied that this has been 
an area of contention; however, the job descriptions created by Public Sector 
list the minimum qualifications and that is what is used.  Supervisor Pastor 
stated he understands there was a lot of headache over that whole mess that 
went on years ago, to which Vice-Chairman Dawson disagreed.  She stated that 
the previous Hay Study allowed for the change in job descriptions in order to 
secure higher pay for individuals; however, for the market study salary survey 
that was conducted for Gila County by Public Sector Personnel Consultants 
that is not true.  She wanted employees to let the Board know if they were 
aware of any verbiage being manipulated in job descriptions.  Ms. DeNero 
assured the Board that job descriptions were not being manipulated; however, 
a few have been changed minimally to fit a job due to technology changes, job 
changes or a needs change.  Supervisor Pastor inquired if job descriptions are 
changed, how people are being notified.  Ms. DeNero replied that she changes 
the effective date of the job description itself and there have only been 2-3 in 
the past 5 years.  Supervisor Pastor stated that his earlier comment about the 
Public Sector study being a mess was because it was a plan that was adopted 
and then it just got stopped in the middle of the whole process and it didn’t 
continue because there were some concerns about it, but that was before he 
was elected into office.  Chairman Martin stated that was because Public Sector 
had some ownership change, direction change and “who the County started out 
with isn’t who it wound up with” and she, too, had heard a few complaints 
from employees. Mr. McDaniel stated, “I believe that during the conclusion of 
Public Sector’s work that once the body of employees and manager in Gila 
County determined what the ground rules were as established by Public Sector 
for determining what positions were named, given certain titles and certain pay 
grades, that there was some manipulation particularly at the top by some of 
those grades that were finally adopted by Public Sector and the Board.  I 
believe that the grumbling that you continue to hear about a little bit—you may 
not have heard—I have heard personally, it’s back to that.  It’s not that 
something is still going on and that there’s manipulation.  It’s that there was a 
certain group of people who were reconsidered near the end of their process 
here and got into positions because everybody figured out here’s how you get 
more pay. You say ‘Oh, they are in charge of a budget or they supervise X 
number of people, oh, they do certain things,’ so they changed job descriptions 
to get that done for a handful of people and I don’t know what that means, 20 
or more or less, but somewhere in the neighborhood, and that there are still 
people who remember that and I don’t have nay way of knowing if this is true.  
I’m telling you what I’ve heard from people, from employees, and they are still 
harboring that.  Those people are still up there, so to speak, and yet in their 
minds, they don’t belong up there because they took the end of the study and 
manipulated it.”  Supervisor Pastor stated, “That’s kind of what I get all the 
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time.”  Chairman Martin stated, “I’m sure that, in fact, we did breach in a case 
or two inadvertently and advertently both and I think this is a step towards 
trying to make it right for everybody, which is also why I’m listening to 
Supervisor Pastor saying, ‘Let’s take the time it takes to go through this.’”  
Chairman Martin stated that the Board could have as many work sessions as 
needed because she had reviewed it, but was certainly not ready for a Board 
decision. 
4)  Definitions, number 1.82 on page 7, “Unclassified: A position in the County 
service which has been designated as unclassified by ARS 11-352 or resolution 
by the Board of Supervisors because of the nature of its appointment and/or 
responsibilities which is exempt is not covered by these policies from the 
provisions of these policies unless otherwise specified.”  Supervisor Pastor also 
noted that included in this conversation is Policy 2—Declaration of Personnel 
Policy, number 2.8 on page 9, “Exemptions: These policies rules shall apply to 
all classified positions in the County service. Unclassified positions are not 
covered by these policies rules unless otherwise specified. Unclassified 
positions include but are not limited to: 
A. County Administrator (Manager); 
B. Deputy County Administrator (Manager); 
C. Assistant County Administrator (Manager); 
D. Chief Deputy to Elected Officials; 
E. Department Directors; 
F. Deputy Directors, not to exceed three in each department; 
G. One position in each department that reports directly to the director or 
deputy director as designated by the director and deputy director 
H. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors; 
I. Elected Officials; 
J. Administrative Assistants to Directors/Elected Officials; 
K. Executive secretaries; 
L. Undersheriff; 
M. Deputy County Attorney; 
N. Probationary and temporary employees.” 
(Note:  Yellow highlighted H-N are unclassified positions proposed to be added.) 
Supervisor Pastor stated that this policy references ARS 11-352, which states 
that these changes as noted in Policy 2, number 2.8 on page 9, items H-N 
highlighted above will be done by a resolution of the Board of Supervisors.   
ARS 11-352 states the following:   
11-352. Adoption of limited county employee merit system by resolution; removal 
of certain administrative positions by resolution 
A. Any county may by resolution of the board adopt a limited county employee 
merit system for all county appointive officers and employees. Elected officers 
shall not be included in such a merit system. 
B. Any county may by resolution of the board remove certain administrative 
positions from the county employee merit system. The positions that may be 
removed from the county employee merit system are: 
1. County manager. 
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2. Deputy county manager. 
3. Assistant county manager. 
4. Chief deputies to elected officials. 
5. Department directors. 
6. Deputy directors, not to exceed three in each department. 
7. One position in each department that reports directly to the director or deputy 
director as designated by the director and deputy director. 
8. An administrative position declared exempt after August 8, 1985. The number 
of positions declared exempt under this paragraph shall not exceed ten per cent 
of the total number of county appointive officers and employees. 
C. Any employee who was included as a covered employee in the county 
employee merit system at the time the employee assumed the employee's present 
position and whose position becomes exempt under subsection B may elect to 
remain included under the merit system, but if terminated the employee must be 
afforded the opportunity to accept another vacant position within the merit 
system for which the employee is qualified. 
Ms. DeNero stated that her copy did not have “by resolution of the Board of 
Supervisors” in that definition.  Chairman Martin stated that the Board’s 
proposed draft for Definition 1.82 states, “Unclassified: A position in the 
County service which has been designated as unclassified by ARS 11-352 or 
resolution by the Board of Supervisors is not covered by these policies unless 
otherwise specified.”  It was determined that the confusion was due to the fact 
that the Board was referring to a different draft from the one Ms. DeNero was 
reviewing, which was the most current draft that the Board did not yet have.  
Supervisor Pastor again stated for clarification that Definition 1.82, 
“Unclassified,” references ARS 11-352, and the unclassified positions that Ms. 
DeNero was proposing to be added to Policy 2, number 2.8, “Exemptions,” (the 
unclassified positions highlighted as items H-N above) according to ARS 11-
352, it states that they should be done by a resolution of the Board and he 
questioned why Ms. DeNero was adding these positions that have not been 
adopted by the Board.  He asked, “Wouldn’t that have to be done by Board 
action?”  Mr. McDaniel stated that it would have to be done by resolution, but 
noted that this was just a draft proposal.  Supervisor Pastor then inquired 
about item F in Policy 2.8, (F. Deputy Directors, not to exceed three in each 
department) and he asked if Gila County has any departments that have 3 
deputy directors.  Ms. DeNero replied that the Health and Emergency Services 
Division has 3.  Supervisor Pastor then moved to Policy 2.8 G (G. One position 
in each department that reports directly to the director or deputy director as 
designated by the director and deputy director) and inquired if that is in 
addition to all the other positions listed above.  Ms. DeNero replied in the 
affirmative stating that there could be 3 deputy directors plus 1 more that 
could be unclassified in the same department, as well as an executive 
secretary.  Supervisor Pastor then moved to item H, the proposed addition of 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, and stated that he thought the Deputy 
County Manager was also the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors (BOS).  He 
noted that there was another employee, who had the title of Clerk of the BOS, 

8 



so he questioned which employee was unclassified.  Mr. McDaniel noted that 
the other person was the Chief Deputy Clerk of the BOS.  Supervisor Pastor 
noted that the Chief Deputy Clerk of the BOS was not included in the list.  Ms. 
DeNero stated that was correct as the Deputy County Manager/Clerk position 
was unclassified, but the Chief Deputy Clerk position was classified.  
Supervisor Pastor then addressed item J, Administrative Assistants to 
Directors/Elected Officials, and questioned if those positions were “at will” 
employees, because he was unclear about “at will,” “classified” and 
“unclassified,” and “exempt” and “non-exempt.”  He understood that the 
positions listed in A-N (highlighted above) were unclassified positions, which 
meant that they are exempt from the Merit System Policies.  Ms. DeNero 
explained that to say “exempt”’ muddies the water because there are 
exceptions.  Mr. Chambers stated that he would explain that when an 
employee is exempt, they are either covered by FLSA (Fair Labor Standards Act) 
or not, which refers to an employee either being exempt from overtime and 
minimum wage laws or not, by concept.  Exempt employees are salaried 
employees and non-exempt, or hourly employees, get overtime.  With 
“classified” and “unclassified,” the unclassified positions are those that are 
listed in Policy 2.8, items A-N above.  They are typically managerial-type 
positions and are not covered by many of the rules in the Merit System; not all, 
but many of them.  Ms. DeNero added that the key difference is that 
unclassified positions are not privy to due process, meaning they are not privy 
to written warnings or due process and are not a protected position.  Mr. 
Chambers stated that employees in unclassified positions don’t have any 
personnel rights with the Personnel Commission, so if he was laid off from the 
County Attorney’s Office for whatever reason, he could not go to the Personnel 
Commission and complain about his layoff being unfair.  He then explained 
that as far as “at will” employees, the County’s policy is that all employees are 
an “at will” employee by Arizona state statute, which means that “at will” 
employment allows either party to end the employment relationship with or 
without cause and that applies to both classified and unclassified.  Ms. DeNero 
added that this means that an employee can quit “at will” and can also be 
terminated “at will” as long as it is not illegal.  Supervisor Pastor stated that he 
did not think that classified employees realize what “at will” means.  Mr. 
Chambers also noted that by state statute, unclassified positions are limited to 
10% of the positions in the County.  Supervisor Pastor moved back to the 
unclassified position as listed in item H, Clerk of the BOS, and the position of 
Chief Deputy Clerk of the Board because he wanted more clarification.  Ms. 
DeNero referred to Chief Deputies in item D; however, Mr. Chambers corrected 
her stating that item D specifically refers to Chief Deputies for elected officials 
and the Clerk of the Board is not an elected official.  Supervisor Pastor 
reiterated that the Chief Deputy Clerk of the BOS then is a classified position 
and could be let go at will, to which Ms. DeNero agreed, adding “as long as it’s 
not illegal.”  Supervisor Pastor was still unsure about “at will” employees.  Mr. 
Chambers reiterated that all employees are “at will.”   Supervisor Pastor stated 
that he thinks there is a general consensus in the County that employees don’t 
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know if they are “classified” or “unclassified”, “at will” and “exempt” or “non-
exempt.”  Chairman Martin stated that if this is true, it’s a good time at the 
beginning of this process to start putting information on the Intranet so some 
internal education can be done as this process is being reviewed instead of 
waiting until the end because if there is confusion amongst the employees, the 
Board is doing a disservice by not educating them during the process.  Mr. 
McDaniel added that the Merit System Policies can be viewed as a protection 
for the majority of the employees of the County rather than some sort of 
onerous set of rules for them.  It really is for their protection and gives them 
some structure and appeal rights if things are done properly.   
5) Policy 3, number 3.4 on page 11, Personnel Commission, Supervisor Pastor 
inquired why item A was being removed from this policy.  This is in reference to 
constituting the resignation of a Commissioner for “A. Absence from three (3) 
consecutive quarterly meetings.” Ms. DeNero stated that they no longer have 
consecutive quarterly meetings, but rather meet as needed.   
6) Policy 4—Discrimination in Employment, numbers 4.4—Retaliation, and 
4.6—Sexual Harassment on pages 13-14.  Supervisor Pastor stated that 
Retaliation is discussed in number 4.4 under the general heading about 
Reporting a Complaint and it’s a lot wordier and then he questioned why it is 
repeated again in number 4.6 under the specific title of Sexual Harassment 
and is not as lengthy?  Mr. Chambers stated that when reviewing the policies 
there were instances where Ms. DeNero had taken out redundancies and it was 
decided to put them back in because these particular items provide notice to 
the employees of not just their rights to hearings, but also where the rights 
end.  He felt there was no harm in listing them twice in an area as important as 
Sexual Harassment and Discrimination.  He stated, “We certainly would want 
to put all supervisors on notice that they wouldn’t want to do anything that’s 
going to look like retaliation, particularly in this area.”  He stated that the 
County Attorney’s Office is certainly in favor of some redundancy in areas like 
this so that it’s absolutely clear on what’s acceptable and what’s not 
acceptable.  Supervisor Pastor inquired if item 4.5, “Reporting of a Complaint” 
refers just to discrimination complaints and sexual harassment complaints or 
did this cover all complaints because he couldn’t find anywhere else where 
specific complaints were covered?  Chairman Martin stated that this just says 
“Complaints or Reports of Sexual Harassment.”  Supervisor Pastor replied that 
it is under the Policy for Discrimination so he was looking for something on 
progressive discipline as he is a strong believer in same.  Chairman Martin 
inquired if Supervisor Pastor thought it needed to be a separate category so an 
employee could go straight to “how to report a complaint of any kind?”  Mr. 
Chambers stated that the intention is for reporting sexual harassment and 
there may be a need to clarify it to make sure it’s very clear that it’s just for 
sexual harassment.  Supervisor Pastor suggested that it state “or reports of 
sexual harassment.”  Mr. Chambers stated that he had not thought of that.  He 
also mentioned that if the Board looked at the idea of having a separate vehicle 
for complaints, it would get into a lot of sticky issues that way, especially in 
County government where you have a lot of different elected officials where an 
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employee could be unhappy with their supervisor and how would the elected 
official feel it an employee could automatically go beyond the elected official 
and go somewhere else to file a complaint.  Supervisor Pastor stated that is 
addressed later on under disciplinary procedures and reasons for being 
disciplined in Policy 21.2 on page 66 where 33 items are listed and specifically 
number 7 where it’s based on people not getting along and it is grounds for 
termination.  He questioned if that is where general complaints would fall.  Mr. 
Chambers stated that there is a grievance procedure in some things that might 
be called complaints and can be addressed there.  It’s limited and the second 
one states what it covers and doesn’t cover and then there is also the 
disciplinary section, which is limited as well.  If Supervisor Pastor was talking 
about complaints in general, that is not what is meant in Policy 4.4-4.6.  
Chairman Martin stated that it needs to say “Discrimination Complaints” or it 
needs to be clarified more, to which Ms. DeNero agreed.  Supervisor Pastor 
moved back to number 4.5, which is about sexual harassment, and stated that 
in item B, it states: “After investigation, the Human Resources Director will 
issue a written finding. If a basis is found for the complaint, the Human 
Resources Director shall make recommendations of disciplinary action up to 
and including termination of the offending party in accordance with the 
provisions of Gila County Merit System Rules and Policies” and questioned if 
this item was just for discrimination and sexual harassment.  Chairman Martin 
stated that was correct.  Supervisor Pastor then continued to number 4.5, item 
C, and noted where it states, “If no basis is found for the complaint, the 
complaining employee shall be notified in writing.”  He questioned the reason 
that only the complaining employee is notified that no basis was found for the 
complaint and why the person who the complaint was filed against was not 
given a written notification as well that no basis was found for the complaint.  
Ms. DeNero stated that both would be notified.  Supervisor Pastor then 
questioned why the policy stated that only the complaining party would be 
notified.  Chairman Martin stated that it should say “all parties shall be 
notified.”  Mr. Chambers stated that there were 2 concepts that the Board 
should keep in mind.  He stated, “This defines what has to happen.  The 
complaining party has to be notified so if some disciplinary action happened 
against the complaining party and they went to the Personnel Commission to 
contest that, they might be able to use, based upon this policy, the fact, let’s 
say they weren’t notified, they could say, ‘well I made this complaint; I was 
never notified of the result; that was in violation of the policy so Personnel 
Board, you should have me reinstated or do away with the suspension I have.’  
So that’s how I see this would work in that type of situation.  Now practically 
speaking, when something like this happens, Ms. DeNero is going to notify both 
parties.  The management is also going to be aware of Ms. DeNero’s 
determination in most of these situations, but there may not be a need to 
actually include that in the policy itself that all of that is going to happen 
because, say the appointing authority, I mean if they don’t get notified what 
would be the purpose of saying “the establishment of the appointing authority 
shall be notified?”  Here there’s no appeal process for the appointing authority 
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to complain about it so I think as far as the non-complaining party not 
receiving notice, we may not necessarily need to have that as far as things that 
might happen further on down the line as far as issues in front of the 
Personnel Commission.  As I’m talking through this, I’m wondering if I may be 
talking myself out of that.”  Chairman Martin stated if someone was 
complaining about her and the complaining party knew there was no valid 
complaint, but she didn’t, she would want to know if there was a valid 
complaint or not.  Mr. Chambers stated that both might be in front of the 
Personnel Commission and stated that he had just talked himself out of his 
other comments.  Supervisor Pastor stated that if there is a complaint, both 
parties need to be notified that there was no valid complaint.  He stated that a 
further point is when talking about whether there are grounds for an 
investigation or not, the complaining party and the party being complained 
about should be notified that there wasn’t sufficient evidence to warrant an 
investigation.  Ms. DeNero stated that typically where there is a complaint that 
is illegal activity, there will be an investigation.  Vice-Chairman Dawson stated 
that when an investigation is concluded, who knows what the conclusion of the 
investigation was?  Chairman Martin inquired whether she would know or be 
sitting there wondering.  Ms. DeNero stated that she would let both parties 
know.  Chairman Martin stated that it would be up to Ms. DeNero to let the 
parties know.  If wouldn’t be up to her; however, she would have the right to 
know if that was a valid complaint or not against her and at what point would 
she know?  Supervisor Pastor, “Or do you leave me hanging out there and 
saying ‘well, there’s nothing valid there, so we’re going to go ahead and move 
on,’ and the person says, ‘Well, wait a minute, whatever happened to that 
complaint?’”  Supervisor Dawson stated that “Especially, even though this is all 
confidential, with the way things get taken care of locally, I think the person 
who is found not guilty has a right to some notice from us that they were found 
not guilty in the event that it’s being spread about.”  Mr. McDaniel stated that 
another consideration is that it’s a process and there are kind of markers along 
the way that you don’t always get to the point where a person is found not 
guilty.  Chairman Martin stated that she would want to know if it was dropped, 
too, because she doesn’t like a hammer hanging over her head.  Mr. McDaniel 
stated that a decision Ms. DeNero can make may be a decision that the 
complainant is going to push further so it’s not like it’s over now.  That does 
not mean it’s dropped or over with, but rather that HR is just at a point in the 
process.  Chairman Martin noted that HR would have at least notified her that 
it was to that point in the process.  Mr. McDaniel clarified that he was not 
speaking about a notification, but rather it is a process that is sometimes never 
officially concluded.  Chairman Martin reiterated that the parties should know 
where HR is in the process, which Supervisor Pastor stated that was also what 
he was saying.  Mr. McDaniel stated that if the Board is discussing what to put 
in the policy, he didn’t think there was any argument that the wording needs to 
be changed to include “notification to all of the parties.”  Ms. DeNero stated, 
“Also you have to keep in mind the integrity of the investigation.  Depending on 
the complexity of the issue, it’s not automatic in any of these things and during 
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investigations there is confidentiality and no, you’re not going to get a status 
update.  It’s still under investigation.”  Supervisor Pastor stated, “That’s an 
update.”  Ms. DeNero stated, “I’m letting people know you won’t get an update.  
It’s an investigation; it’s ongoing.  Can you make an opinion today?  No, and 
even to public where there’s a public records request, it’s still under 
investigation and no, those types of things, they are not public.”  Chairman 
Martin stated that knowing that is important.  Supervisor Pastor stated that he 
was not saying it has to come to a decision, but if it’s an ongoing investigation, 
say so.  Give the person the opportunity of knowing the HR Department is still 
reviewing the complaint.   
7) Supervisor Pastor also noted that he was going to bring notifying employees 
up again under Policy 9 on page 24, “Computing and Communication 
Technology Use and Ethics,” and whether the employees will be notified that 
they their computer is being monitored.  He stated, “I understand the 
confidentiality of a lot of this, but there are avenues to let people know they are 
being monitored on their computer system, and it was checked out and no 
concerns were found.  Ms. DeNero replied, “It’s not your computer and don’t be 
doing anything on it that you shouldn’t be doing, so don’t worry about it.”  
Supervisor Pastor stated he understood that, but he further questioned, 
“Doesn’t an employee have the right to know they will be monitored?”  Ms. 
DeNero replied, “No, you will be monitored on your computer.  It’s Gila 
County’s equipment and you don’t have a right to privacy with them.”  
Supervisor Pastor stated that these are things that need to be answered 
because there’s a yellow highlighted area that says: “Approval from an Elected 
Official, Appointing Authority or Gila County Human Resources is required 
before any such retrieval or review may occur.”  Ms. DeNero stated that she 
understood what Supervisor Pastor was referencing; however, “Employees still 
don’t have the right on Gila County equipment…Expect it.  Act as if you are 
being monitored.”  Ms. DeNero also noted that she had added the word 
“authorized” because her personal equipment has County information on it and 
she believes that she does not have a right to privacy because she chose to put 
the County information on it.  Supervisor Pastor inquired how she keeps her 
personal equipment secure.  He inquired, “If you lost it, what is your liability 
for losing it with all that County material on there?”  Ms. DeNero replied, “Well 
it’s not County material.  It’s very limited, like the Merit System Policies.”  
Supervisor Pastor replied that there are hackers out there that could get a hold 
of something like that and get all the way into the system.  Ms. DeNero replied 
that she could not get into the system.  Darryl Griffin, Information Technology 
Director, stated that it’s on the outside of the County’s network, so none of the 
County’s internal information could be transferred to a junk drive, but it’s Ms. 
DeNero’s responsibility to secure that information and secure a password on 
her equipment.  He further explained that Ms. DeNero is considered to be in 
the DMZ zone, which is outside of the County’s network, but she would still 
have access to the County’s e-mail and some of those other resources by 
utilizing her equipment.   
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8) Supervisor Pastor moved on to Policy 8, Employment of Relatives, number 
8.3 on page 23, which states:  “Additionally, it shall be the County policy that 
no person who is related by marriage or consanguinity within the third degree 
to another within the County service shall supervise or be supervised by that 
person.”  Ms. DeNero advised that she has a chart that is used for determining 
consanguinity within the third degree.   Supervisor Pastor stated that he looked 
at a similar chart and suggested that the chart be included with the policy so 
people can understand it.  Ms. DeNero stated that she could add it as an 
appendix at the end of the handbook.   
9) Policy 4, number 4.9 on page 16, Supervisor Pastor stated that he forgot an 
item on this policy and noted that number 4.9 references number 4.5 C, D & E, 
but in Policy 4.5, the items are actually numbered A, B & C (not C, D & E) so 
number 4.9 should be corrected.   
10) Policy 10 on page 29, Alcohol and Controlled Substances, Supervisor 
Pastor inquired how HR keeps track of prescription drugs that employees are 
taking in the event a random drug test comes back positive.  Ms. DeNero 
replied that the procedure has changed, so if a test comes back positive, then 
at that point the employee has to prove they have a prescription and must 
provide the name of the doctor who prescribed the medication for verification.  
This information must be provided to the company that conducted the drug 
test, not to HR, because the positive test would not have been provided to the 
employer yet.    
11) Policy 10.5, Required Tests, 10.6 A. 1., Testing Procedures—Pre-
Employment Testing and 10.6 A. 2., Post Accident/Incident Testing, Chairman 
Martin stated that the references are to “post-incident accidents.”  However, in 
Policy 10.6 A. 2, it states: “When any County employee is involved in an 
accident/incident” and HR has scratched out “while operating a County 
vehicle” and other things were plugged in, but there are not any parameters of 
what is meant.  When “while operating a County vehicle” was removed, it 
removed the context of the content and needs to be added back in.   
That concluded the discussion and no action was taken by the Board.    
 
At 12:23 p.m. Chairman Martin recessed the meeting for lunch and noted that 
the meeting would be reconvened at 2:00 p.m. to address agenda item number 
4.    

  
 4.  Special Meeting Item - Information/Discussion/Action to conduct a 

personnel evaluation on the Gila County Manager.  Pursuant to A.R.S. § 
38-431.03(A)(1), the Board may vote to go into executive session 
to conduct the evaluation.  

 
 At 2:03 p.m., Chairman Martin reconvened the meeting and addressed agenda 

item 4.  She entertained a motion to go into executive session to address this 
agenda item.  Upon motion by Vice-Chairman Dawson, seconded by Supervisor 
Pastor, the Board convened into executive session at 2:04 p.m. 
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 Chairman Martin reconvened the special meeting at 3:30 p.m.  Upon motion by 
Vice-Chairman Dawson, seconded by Supervisor Pastor, the Board 
unanimously approved the motion for the Board to thank Mr. McDaniel for his 
leadership as County Manager.   

  
 
 
 There being no further business to come before the Board of Supervisors, 

Chairman Martin adjourned the meeting at 3:31 p.m. 
 

APPROVED: 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Tommie C. Martin, Chairman 
 
ATTEST: 
 
  
________________________________________ 
Marian Sheppard, Chief Deputy Clerk 
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PRESENT:  Tommie C. Martin, Chairman (via ITV conferencing); Shirley L. 
Dawson, Vice-Chairman (via telephone conference call); Michael A. Pastor, 
Supervisor; Don McDaniel, Jr., County Manager; John Nelson, Deputy County 
Manager/Clerk; Marian Sheppard, Chief Deputy Clerk; and Bryan Chambers, 
Chief Deputy County Attorney. 
 
Item 1 – Call to Order – Pledge of Allegiance – Invocation 
 
The Gila County Board of Supervisors met in a regular session at 10:00 a.m. 
this date in the Board of Supervisors hearing room.  Jacque Griffin led the 
Pledge of Allegiance and Reverend Rula Colvin of St. Paul’s United Methodist 
Church delivered the invocation.   
 
Chairman Martin advised that the Board would now address a part of agenda 
item 5 to allow County Manager Don McDaniel to provide a report on a recent 
incident.  Mr. McDaniel advised that last Wednesday a Health Department 
employee disposed of 2 boxes of paperwork at a County-owned recycling bin 
located in Payson.  Most of the paperwork was pamphlets and brochures from 
past WIC (Women, Infants and Children) programs; however, it was discovered 
that 12 files were inadvertently included in the paperwork which contained 
personal information on previous participants in the program.  Two individuals 
went through dumpsters looking for items, discovered the files and immediately 
contacted the press and later the County Health Department.  County staff 
immediately investigated the situation and found that none of the information 
deposited in the dumpster left the dumpster, so the information was retrieved 
and did not proceed into anyone else's hands.  Mr. McDaniel stated that it was 
huge mistake and he emphasized that the Health Department has a strong 
protocol established for the disposal of paperwork that contains personal or 
confidential information.  The employee was reprimanded and has been 
retrained and is now aware of the correct protocol.  Mr. McDaniel then asked 
for any questions.  Chairman Martin received information that this incident 



was going to be broadcast on television by a news station.  Mr. McDaniel 
informed the Board that a fact sheet pertaining to this incident was prepared 
that will be provided to the media in Globe and Payson and to anyone else who 
is interested in receiving a copy. Chairman Martin thanked Mr. McDaniel for 
the update.    
 
Item 2 – REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS: 

 
 2A.  Motion to adjourn as the Gila County Board of Supervisors and 

convene as the Gila County Library District Board of Directors.)  
Information/Discussion/Action to approve the Dedicated Internet Access 
Service Agreement between the Gila County Library District and Network 
Services for Internet access for the Hayden Public Library from July 1, 
2012, through June 30, 2013, at a cost of $380 per month, and authorize 
the Chairman to sign the Agreement.  

 
 Upon motion by Supervisor Pastor, seconded by Vice-Chairman Dawson, the 

Board adjourned as the Gila County Board of Supervisors and convened as the 
Gila County Library District Board of Directors.   

 
 Jacque Griffin, Assistant County Manager/Librarian, advised that the cost last 

year was $370 per month.  The Library District qualifies for a subsidy from the 
federal government, which is called an E Rate.  This provides the County with a 
rebate of 90% of the $380 per month cost to provide Internet access for 
connectivity and for library patrons.  Upon motion by Supervisor Pastor, 
seconded by Vice-Chairman Dawson, the Board unanimously approved the 
Dedicated Internet Access Service Agreement between the Gila County Library 
District and Network Services for Internet access for the Hayden Public Library 
from July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2013, at a cost of $380 per month, and 
authorizes the Chairman to sign the Agreement. 
 

 2B.  Information/Discussion/Action to approve the Addendum 
Maintenance and Subscription Agreement for Polaris Integrated Library 
System between the Gila County Library District and GIS Information 
Systems, Inc., for the period April 2, 2012, to March 30, 2015, at a total 
cost not to exceed $117,654.51, payable over a three-year period.  

 (Motion to adjourn as the Gila County Library District Board of Directors 
and reconvene as the Gila County Board of Supervisors.)  
 

 Ms. Griffin stated that in 2003 the Library District purchased an integrated 
library system for all 8 libraries within the County and the 2 community college 
libraries.  Since that time the Tool Lending Library was added to the system 
and in 2008 the Apache County Library District which consists of 11 libraries 
was added.  This system includes hardware, software, license and 
subscriptions.  This is being done to roll the purchase and maintenance 
agreement into a maintenance agreement.  Upon motion by Vice-Chairman 



Dawson, seconded by Supervisor Pastor, the Board unanimously approved the 
Addendum Maintenance and Subscription Agreement for Polaris Integrated 
Library System between the Gila County Library District and GIS Information 
Systems, Inc., for the period April 2, 2012, to March 30, 2015, at a total cost 
not to exceed $117,654.51, payable over a three-year period. 

 
 Upon motion by Supervisor Pastor, seconded by Vice-Chairman Dawson, the 

Board adjourned as the Gila County Library District Board of Directors and 
reconvened as the Gila County Board of Supervisors.   

 
 2C.  Information/Discussion/Action to canvass the election 

results contained in the Official Canvass of the Presidential Preference 
Election held February 28, 2012, in Gila County, Arizona, and declare the 
results official.  

 
 David Rogers, Elections Specialist, provided the Board and certain County staff 

with copies of the Canvass of Election Results report for the Presidential 
Election.  He reviewed highlights of the report and then asked for Board 
questions or comments.  Vice-Chairman Dawson complimented the excellent 
work done by the staff of the Elections Department  Upon motion by Vic-
Chairman Dawson, seconded by Supervisor Pastor, the Board canvassed the 
election results contained in the Official Canvass of the Presidential Preference 
Election held February 28, 2012, in Gila County, Arizona, and unanimously 
declared the results official. (A summary of the election results is attached to 
these minutes.) 

 
 2D.  Information/Discussion/Action to adopt Resolution No. 12-03-01 

accepting the following tracts of land for roadway purposes, Tracts “A”, 
“B”, “C”, and “D” as shown on Punkin Center Village Subdivision Map, 
Official Map No. 606 and 606A, Gila County Records and more particularly 
described in Fee No. 2012-001154, Gila County Records, as public roads 
and to be maintained as public roadways in the Gila County Maintained 
Roadway System.   
 

 Steve Sanders, Public Works Division Deputy Director, advised that the tracts 
of land are located in Tonto Basin on the east side of the creek, just off what is 
known as the store crossing road.  The Punkin Center Village Homeowners 
Association originally dedicated the subject roads as being private; however, 
about 18 months ago the residents approached Supervisor Pastor about the 
possibility of the County accepting the roads into its County Maintained 
Roadway System.  After investigation by County staff, it was determined that 
the subject property meets County roadway standards.  Mr. Sanders stated 
that the road length is 1.1 miles within the subdivision and taking it into the 
County’s system will not cause a burden upon the County, but rather it will 
generate a little extra income next year in Highway User Revenue Funds 
(HURF).  Upon motion by Supervisor Pastor, seconded by Vice-Chairman 



Dawson, the Board unanimously adopted Resolution No. 12-03-01 accepting 
the following tracts of land for roadway purposes, Tracts “A”, “B”, “C”, and “D” 
as shown on Punkin Center Village Subdivision Map, Official Map No. 606 and 
606A, Gila County Records and more particularly described in Fee No. 2012-
001154, Gila County Records, as public roads and to be maintained as public 
roadways in the Gila County Maintained Roadway System.  (A copy of the 
Resolution is permanently on file in the Board of Supervisors’ Office.) 
 

 2E.  Information/Discussion/Action to approve Professional Service 
Contract No. 020312 between Gila County and Stanley Convergent 
Security Solutions, Inc. whereby the contractor will provide for the 
Courthouse security system installation and upgrade in the amounts of 
$32,155.91 and $18,802.51 from March 6, 2012, to May 15, 2012.   

  
 Steve Stratton, Public Works Division Director, reviewed 3 Power Point slides of 

the proposed security system changes to the 1st and 3rd floors of the 
Courthouse.  He advised that prior to the installation of the system and 
upgrades, an email will be sent to elected officials and department heads 
requesting that they establish a security level for each of their employees.  
Vice-Chairman Dawson inquired about the costs and Mr. Stratton replied that 
the costs of $32,155.91 and $18,802.51 are one-time charges.  Upon motion by 
Vice-Chairman Dawson, seconded by Supervisor Pastor, the Board 
unanimously approved Professional Service Contract No. 020312 between Gila 
County and Stanley Convergent Security Solutions, Inc. whereby the contractor 
will provide for the Courthouse security system installation and upgrade in the 
amounts of $32,155.91 and $18,802.51 from March 6, 2012, to May 15, 
2012.   

 
 Prior to Chairman Martin asking for a motion for the approval of the Consent 

Agenda items, Vice-Chairman Dawson requested that item 3H, Human 
Resources weekly reports for all personnel action items, be moved to the 
regular agenda for discussion followed by a Board action.  Upon motion by 
Vice-Chairman Dawson, seconded by Supervisor Pastor, the Board 
unanimously agreed to move Consent Agenda item 3H to the regular agenda.  
Vice-Chairman Dawson stated, “I would like to receive information that the 
H.R. (Human Resources) Department is totally in charge of all hiring and 
dismissals with no Board approval.  This says we acknowledge the reports; 
does that mean Birdie (DeNero, who is the H.R. Director) and each department 
is in charge of hiring, firing, transfers and we are just informed – puppets with 
no authority?”   

 
  Mr. McDaniel replied that in accordance with the Arizona Revised Statutes the 

Board of Supervisors is the “authority” to hire and fire.  He advised that several 
months ago the Board gave that authority to the County Manager with the 
provision that the H.R. weekly reports are to be placed on a Board meeting 
agenda on a monthly basis for the Board’s acknowledgement of the reports. He 



noted that the meeting agendas are provided to the Board members a week 
before each meeting.  During this week any Supervisor may contact the County 
Manager if there is an issue with any item so that the Manager could take the 
appropriate action with that item.   

 
 Vice-Chairman Dawson’s concern is that the Board is being asked to approve 

personnel items for those employees of the Court System, which the Board has 
no authority over as Court employees operate under Court policies and 
procedures.  Those policies and procedures may differ from the general policies 
and procedures of the County.  She stated that her question may need to be 
addressed to the State Office of the Courts.  She stated, “I believe the County 
Attorney’s Office and the Courts need to proceed to show why we have any 
authority to acknowledge their human resources reports.  Why are we getting 
this?  Why is that not the judge’s decision and responsibility, financial, and 
legal obligation?”  She then registered her vote against the approval of the 
Human Resources weekly report dated February 28, 2012. 

 
 Chairman Martin suggested meeting in a future work session to further 

discuss this topic to which Vice-Chairman Dawson agreed.   
 
 Mr. Chambers stated that the reason the personnel reports, which include 

Court employees, are presented to the Board for its acknowledgement is for 
payment purposes because the Board of Supervisors “does have control over 
the financial purse strings of the County.”  He then acknowledged that Vice-
Chairman Dawson raised some interesting issues; however, he advised that 
this is not the first time a governmental entity has had to address this same 
type of issue.  He then cited the Hounshell versus Apache County court case 
whereby it was ruled that the Board of Supervisors does not have authority 
over the employees of elected officials.  He stated, “In all county departments, 
clearly, yes, the Board of Supervisors does have authority and then it gets 
murky because of the Hounshell case.” 

 
 Vice-Chairman Dawson stated to Mr. Chambers that she would like her 

question pursued as requested earlier in the conversation and she confirmed 
the need to discuss the topic further during a work session of the Board.  

 
 Upon motion by Supervisor Pastor, seconded by Chairman Martin, the Board 

approved Consent Agenda item 3H.  Vice-Chairman Dawson voted against 
approving a part of that item which was the Human Resources weekly report 
dated February 28, 2012.  The vote passed by a 2 to 1 vote. 

 
 Upon motion by Vice-Chairman Dawson, seconded by Supervisor Pastor, the 

Board unanimously approved Consent Agenda items 3A through 3J with the 
exception of 3H. 

 
 Item 3 – CONSENT AGENDA ACTION ITEMS:  



 
 3A.  Approval of Amendment No. 3 to Contract No. SS71803D between 

Gila County and Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. for additional 
engineering and reporting to potentially save construction costs for the 
Tonto Creek Bridge project in the amount of $57,174 for the period March 
6, 2012, through October 31, 2012. 

 
 3B.  Approval of Amendment No. 2 to an Intergovernmental Agreement 

(Contract No. ADHS12-010923) between the Gila County Division of 
Health and Emergency Services and the Arizona Department of Health 
Services to continue to provide Community Health Grant Program 
services for the period January 1, 2012, through December 31, 2012. 

 
 3C.  Approval to submit a Grant Application to the Arizona Criminal 

Justice Commission for the renewal of an existing Victim Assistance 
Grant in the amount of $24,029 with a required cash match by the 
County of $24,029 from the General Fund. 

 
 3D.  Approval of a request by the Phoenix Metro Bicycle Club to use the 

Courthouse parking area as a rest stop for a bike ride on March 10, 2012. 
 
 3E.  Approval of a request by GABA, Inc. to use the Courthouse parking 

area as a rest stop for a bike race on May 5 & 6, 2012. 
 
 3F.  Approval of the January 2012 monthly departmental activity report 

submitted by the Clerk of the Superior Court. 
  
 3G.  Approval of the August 23, 2011, September 13, 2011, November 8, 

2011, and February 21, 2012, BOS meeting minutes. 
 
 3H.  Acknowledgment of the Human Resources weekly reports for all 

personnel action items approved by the County Manager for the month of 
February 2012, as follows: February 7, 2012, February 14, 2012, February 
21, 2012, and February 28, 2012.  (This item was pulled to the regular 
agenda and voted on separately.  It was approved with a 2 to 1 vote of the 
Board.) 

 
 February 7, 2012: 
 Departures from County Service: 

1.  Cecelia Gonzales – Probation – CASA/Foster Care Manger – 02/14/12 –   
     75% Court Appointed Special Advocate Fund – 25% General Fund – DOH  
     09/29/97 – Terminated for cause 
2.  Pete Ortega – Public Works Recycling and Landfill Management – Solid  
     Waste Operations Supervisor – 05/01/12 – Solid Waste Fund – DOH  
     07/26/91 – Retired 
3.  Peter Poarch – Recorder – Recorder Clerk – 02/10/12 – General Fund –  



     DOH 11/07/11 – Resigned 
4.  Marianne Seligman – Recorder – Recorder Clerk – 11/07/11 – General Fund  
     – Declined employment offer 

 Hires to County Service: 
5.  Nicole Barnes – Globe Regional Justice Court-Justice Court Clerk Associate  
     Part-Time-02/27/1- General Fund - Replacing Ruben Mancha 
6.  Miriam Saravia-Jones – Globe Regional Justice Court-Justice Court Clerk  
     Associate Part-Time - 02/27/12-General Fund – Replacing Ruben Mancha 

 Temporary Hires to County Service: 
7.  Tonia Busby – Community Services – Administrative Clerk – 03/01/12 – 
     Workforce Investment Act Fund 

 End Probationary Period: 
8.  Diana Jones – Finance – Management Analyst – 01/20/12 – General Fund 

 9.  Joshua Clark – County Attorney – Deputy County Attorney – 02/01/12 –  
         Diversion Program Fund 
 Position Review: 

10. Malinda Williams – Health and Emergency Services – HIV Case Manager –  
      02/08/12 – Changes in fund codes 
11. Barbara Quiroz-Garcia – Health and Emergency Services – Community  
      Health Assistant – 02/08/12 – Changes in fund codes 

 Request Permission to Post: 
 12. Community Services – Accounting Clerk – Position vacated by Sandy  
       Lautigar 
 SHERIFF’S PERSONNEL ACTION ITEMS 
 Hires to County Service: 

13. Christina Voakes – Sheriff’s Office – 911 Dispatcher – 03/12/12 – General  
      Fund – Replacing Megan Miller 
 

 February 14, 2012: 
 Departures from County Service: 
 1.  Angela Lara – Community Services – Career and Employment Specialist –  
      01/27/12 – WIA Fund – DOH 09/26/11 – Failure to complete probationary  
      period 
 Hires for County Service: 
 2.  Cynthia Gonzales – Public Works Facilities and Land Management –  
      Custodian Lead – 02/16/12 – Facilities Management Fund – Replacing  
      Antoinette Gonzales 
 Temporary Hires to County Service: 
 3.  Larry Perez – Public Works Facilities and Land Management – Temporary  
      Custodian – 02/16/12 – Facilities Management Fund  
 Departmental Transfers: 
 4.  Megan Miller – From Sheriff’s Office- To Clerk of Superior Court – From 911  
      Dispatcher- To Courtroom Clerk – 02/20/12 – General Fund – Replacing  
      Kay St. Laurent 
 5.  Nicholas Montague – From Finance – To Community Services – From  
      Accountant Senior - To Accountant -02/03/12 – 50% WIA Fund - 50%  



      GEST Fund  
 Position Review: 
 6.  Antoinette Gonzales – Public Works Facilities and Land Management – From  
      Custodian Lead – To Custodian – 02/15/12 – Facilities Management Fund 
 7.  Nora Mata-Vega – Probation – Juvenile Detention Officer – 02/16/12 –  
      General Fund – Six months of service 
 8.  Kathleen Lord Joerns – Probation – Deputy Probation Officer 2 – 02/13/12  
      – From General Fund – To Adult Probation Services Fund 
 9.  Sigifredo Marquez – Probation – Deputy Probation Officer 1 – 02/13/12 –  
      From Adult Probation Services Fund – To General Fund 
 Request Permission to Post: 
 10. Antoinette Gonzales – Public Works Facilities and Land Management –  
       From Custodian Lead – To Custodian – 02/15/12 – Facilities Management  
       Fund 
 11. Nora Mata-Vega – Probation – Juvenile Detention Officer – 02/16/12 –  
       General Fund – Six months of service 
 12. Kathleen Lord Joerns – Probation – Deputy Probation Officer 2 – 02/13/12  
       – From General Fund – To Adult Probation Services Fund 
 13. Sigifredo Marquez – Probation – Deputy Probation Officer 1 – 02/13/12 –  
       From Adult Probation Services Fund – To General Fund 
 SHERIFF’S PERSONNEL ACTION ITEMS 
 Request Permission to Post: 
 14. Sheriff Office – I.T. Administration Support Technician/Part-Time – Position  
       vacated by Val Zufelt 
 
 February 21, 2012: 
 Departures from County Service: 
 1.  Kyle Quiroz – Health and Emergency Services – Animal Control Worker –  
      01/26/12 – Rabies Control Fund – DOH None – Declined offer of  
      employment 
 2.  Katie Meredith – Health and Emergency Services – WIC Breastfeeding Peer  
      Counselor – 02/10/12 - WIC Fund – DOH 02/24/11 – Resigned  
 Position Review: 
 3.  Ginger Horta – Administrative Services – Administrative Clerk – 02/01/12 – 
      General Fund – Extend Probation 
 4.  Alberta Lancieri – Probation – Deputy Probation Officer 2 – 01/31/12 –  
      100% Diversion Intake - To 50% Juvenile Standards Probation Fund 50%  
      Adult Probation Service Fees Fun 
 5.  Erika Pisano – Probation – From Deputy Probation Officer 1-To Deputy  
      Probation Officer 2 – 01/31/12 – From 50% Juvenile Standards Probation  
      Fund 50% Adult Probation Service Fees Fund To 100% Diversion Intake 
 6.  Barbara Guthrey – Assessor – Property Appraiser II – 01/31/12 – General  
      Fund – Amend Hire Date to 09/16/1983 
 Request Permission to Post: 
 7.  Health and Emergency Services – Breastfeeding Peer Counselor – Position  
      vacated by Katie Meredith 



 8.  County Attorney – Deputy County Attorney Senior – Position vacated by  
      Carolyn Borcherding 
 SHERIFF’S PERSONNEL ACTION ITEMS 
 Departures from County Service: 
 9.  Claudia DalMolin – Sheriff’s Office – Chief Administrative Officer –  
      02/29/12 – General Fund – DOH 11/23/1982 – Retired 
 End Probationary Period: 
 10. David Hornung -  Sheriff’s Office – Deputy Sheriff Sargent – 08/25/11 –  
       General Fund 
 Position Review: 
 11. Luetta DuBois – Sheriff’s Office – Administrative Clerk/Part Time –  
       01/01/12 – General Fund – Rescinded resignation 
 12. Clarence Rice – Sheriff’s Office – Detention Officer – 02/27/12 – General  
       Fund – Going to Full Time Status 
 
 February 28, 2012: 
 Departures from County Service: 
 1.  Cecelia Gonzales – Probation – CASA/Foster Care Manger – 02/14/12 –  
      75% Court Appointed Special Advocate Fund – 25% General Fund – DOH  
      09/29/97 – Terminated for cause 
 2.  Pete Ortega – Public Works Recycling and Landfill Management – Solid  
      Waste Operations Supervisor – 05/01/12 – Solid Waste Fund – DOH  
      07/26/91 – Retired 
 3.  Peter Poarch – Recorder – Recorder Clerk – 02/10/12 – General Fund –  
      DOH 11/07/11 – Resigned 
 4.  Marianne Seligman – Recorder – Recorder Clerk – 11/07/11 – General Fund  
      – Declined employment offer  
 Hires to County Service; 
 5.  Nicole Barnes – Globe Regional Justice Court-Justice Court Clerk Associate  
      Part-Time-02/27/12-General Fund - Replacing Ruben Mancha  
 6.  Miriam Saravia-Jones – Globe Regional Justice Court-Justice Court Clerk  
      Associate Part-Time-02/27/12-General Fund – Replacing Ruben Mancha 
 Temporary Hires to County Service: 
 7.  Tonia Busby – Community Services – Administrative Clerk – 03/01/12 – 
      Workforce Investment Act Fund 
 End Probationary Period: 
 8.  Diana Jones – Finance – Management Analyst – 01/20/12 – General Fund 
 9.  Joshua Clark – County Attorney – Deputy County Attorney – 02/01/12 –  
      Diversion Program Fund  
 Position Review: 
 10. Malinda Williams – Health and Emergency Services – HIV Case Manager –  
       02/08/12 – Changes in fund codes 
 11.  Barbara Quiroz-Garcia – Health and Emergency Services – Community  
        Health Assistant – 02/08/12 – Changes in fund codes 
 Request Permission to Post: 
 12.  Community Services – Accounting Clerk – Position vacated by Sandy  



        Lautigar 
 SHERIFF’S PERSONNEL ACTION ITEMS 
 Hires to County Service: 
 13.  Christina Voakes – Sheriff’s Office – 911 Dispatcher – 03/12/12 – General  
        Fund – Replacing Megan Miller 
 
 3I.  Acknowledgment of contracts under $50,000 which have been 

approved by the County Manager for the weeks of February 4, 2012, to 
February 10, 2012, and February 11, 2012, to February 17, 2012. 

 
Copies of the contract reports are permanently on file in the Board of 
Supervisors’ Office. 

 
 3J.  Approval of finance reports/demands/transfers for the weeks of 

February 28, 2012, and March 6, 2012. 
  

February 28, 2012 
 
$324,902.51 was disbursed for County expenses by check numbers 243711 
through 243809. 
 
March 6, 2012 
 
$1,986,454.18 was disbursed for County expenses by check numbers 243810 
through 243996.  (An itemized list of disbursements is permanently on file 
in the Board of Supervisors’ Office.)   

 
 After the Consent Agenda was addressed and a vote taken, Chairman Martin 

addressed agenda item 5 at which time Vice-Chairman Dawson provided her 
summary of current events.  Vice-Chairman Dawson then advised that she 
would be hanging up the phone to attend to other business as she was in 
Washington, D.C.  Chairman Martin then addressed agenda item 4, the Call to 
the Public.  No public comment was provided, so Chairman Martin went back 
to agenda item 5 at which time Supervisor Pastor, Chairman Martin and Mr. 
McDaniel provided a summary on current events. 

 
Item 4 - CALL TO THE PUBLIC: Call to the Public is held for public benefit 
to allow individuals to address issue(s) within the Board’s jurisdiction. 
Board members may not discuss items that are not specifically identified 
on the agenda.  Therefore, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statute §38-
431.01(G), action taken as a result of public comment will be limited to 
directing staff to study the matter, responding to criticism, or scheduling 
the matter for further discussion and decision at a future date.  
 
There were no requests to speak from the public. 
 



Item 5 - At any time during this meeting pursuant to A.R.S. §38-
431.02(K), members of the Board of Supervisors and the Chief 
Administrator may present a brief summary of current events. No action 
may be taken on issues presented. 
 
Each Board member and the County Manager presented information on 
current events (see notations above regarding the timing of the presentation of 
current events).   
 
There being no further business to come before the Board of Supervisors, 
Chairman Martin adjourned the meeting at 11:04 a.m.  
 
APPROVED: 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Tommie C. Martin, Chairman 
 
ATTEST: 
 
  
________________________________________ 
Marian Sheppard, Chief Deputy Clerk 
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COUNTY MANAGER APPROVED CONTRACTS UNDER $50,000 
 
 
February 18, 2012 to February 24, 2012 

 

Number / Vendor Title Amount Term Approved Renewal Option Summary 

 
No Activity to Report 

 

      

 
 
 
February 25, 2012 to March 2, 2012 

 

Number / Vendor Title Amount Term Approved Renewal Option Summary 

 
1005.274/2-2011 

Dr. McLaren Ruesch 

 
Medical Director Services for 
Sheriff’s Office 

 
$48,000.00 

 
4-5-12 to 4-4-13 

 
2-29-12 

 
3 More 1 Year 

Terms 

 
Amendment No. 1 to extend contract for a one year 
term 

 
6850.436/2-2010 

Atwell, LLC 

 
Landfill ADEQ Support & 
Methane Monitoring 

 
$31,400.00 

 
2-23-12 to 2-22-13 

 
2-29-12 

 
Expires 

 
Amendment No. 1 to extend contract for a one year 
term and add the final phase scope of work. 

 
6880.102/4-2011 

Moonlite Janitorial 
Service 

 
Star Valley Maintenance Yard 
Carpet Cleaning 

 
$360.00 

 
3-1-12 to 5-2-12 

 
3-1-12 

 
2 More 1 Year 

Terms 

 
Amendment No. 2 to add the Star Valley 
Maintenance Yard carpet cleaning to contract. 

 
- 

CJD Consulting, LLC 

 
Sheriff’s Office Business 
Consulting 
 

 
$40,000 

 
3-1-12 to 12-31-12 

 
3-1-12 

 
Month to Month 

 
Consulting expertise in the area of S.O. office 
structure, strategic planning, development and 
implementation. 
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